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T would be ſomething ſtrange, if 
5 this Book, of ſo fanvd an Author as 


_ peQation, and ſo deliberate a Birth; 


on 14 a ee a Subject as the Hol) Trinity, 
and againſt fo celebrated a Writer, and emi- 
nent a Divine as Dr. Clarke ; ſhould paſs in the 
World without any notice. One great Queſ- 


55 Dr. Bennet; a Book of ſo long Ex- 


tion, I find, has been, from which Quarter 


an Azſwer would firſt come; whether from 


thoſe again whom, or from thoſe for whom tis 


pretended to be written. I who know not the 


Intentions of any other in this matter, do ad- 
venture to give freely my own Thoughts of 
his Performance, which, I confeſs, contains 
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in it ſomething new. . 


* 
* 


A 2 For, 


ve find of theſe SubjeAs in the Scriptures 
themſelves; yet when Men think they muſt. 
- adjuſt the Scripture-Accounts to obſcure Ef- 
cleſiaſtital Terms and Phraſes, which lie very 1 


the Greeks rhe was is Foohiſones. | Thoſe grand 
 Sopht wy 


the 80 44% 1 Rar 775 Saviour, rl with af. 


ficient Boldneſs, been teaz'd and tortured by q 


the Schoolmen, and wrought into great varie- 


ty of fine Schemes; yet, it ſeems, ſomething 
has been left for the Scholaftick Genius of Dr. 
Benne l ſupply : and ſtill, Tapprehend, none of 
em all will ſatisfy; and no wonder! For 


Tho it may not be hard to underſtand what 


croſs thereto, this requires a buſy Invention 
to find out, or handſomly to frame ſome 
Scheme, that may atleaſt ſeem to take in both 
the Scriptare, and the prevailing Eccleſiaſtical = 
Notions : and if theſe can never kindly agree 
to the ſatisfaction of ſober Chriſtians, then they 


muſt try another Scheme, and fo on, unto 


wearineſs ; till Men can learn the Wiſdom to 
be content with the plain antient Creeds, and, 
leave out all the modern, inconſiſtent Additions * 


that give them ſo much trouble. 
Chriſtianity, or Chriſt cruciſ) d, was origi- 


© 7 
oft 


nally a Doctrine of great Simplicity; but to 
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” Sophi#s and inquiſitiveDjſjatir of thi Agr;requi- 1 
red ſomething more profound and ſublime, ſne 
J towring Speculations, and puzzling Metaphy- 
' © ficks, with pompous Words and Dreſs ; which 
; might be above the vulgar Underſtanding, and 
give the Men of Philoſophy an opportunity ro 
fhew their diſtinguiſh'd Genius in unravelling 
and explaining em. But that Jeſus of Nazareth, 
whom God anointed with the Holy Spirit, to go about 
and do good, was crucify'd for our Sins, and roſe 
Again; thro whom we have acceſs to the Father, by one 
Spirit: This was ſuch a plain unaffected Nar- 


„ative, that they could not eaſily make it ſerve 
= their Pride and Vanity. This, alas, is a 


= Goſpel the Poor may underſtand ! and let them 

freceive it! but the Haughtineſs of the Philo- 

ſopher affected ſomething more abſtruſe and 
myſterious. 
4 So that it muſt be obſerv'd, the Pride of "TY 

„ fon, which hinder'd theſe Men from believing 

| in Chriſt, did not lie in refuſing to ſubmit their 
Faith to myſterious Speculations, which puz- 

zled their Reaſon ; but, on the contrary, it lay 

in a proud Affectation of ſwelling Words and 
philoſophick Myſteries, and in not humbling 
their Underſtand ings to rece ive a plain Goſpel, 
and familiar Doctrine: which, inſtead of ſubtile 
abſtracted 


vi Ihe itroduction. 
abſtracted Speculations, affords indeed a won- 
derful Myſtery, but of Practical Influence, to ex- 
cite Love, Gratitude, and devout Obedience; 
wiz. a Myſtery of the great Loving - kindneſs of 
God, in not ſparing his own Son, and of the unſearch- 
able Riches of Grace in Jeſas Chriſt, in humbling 
| himſelf ſo low, in Life and Death, on ſo com- 
paſſionate a Deſign, as the Salvation of miſe- 
rable Sinners: this is the Myſtery the Apoſtles 
magnify and recommend to Chriſtians, Which 
the Poor may underſtand and improve; and 


wWorthy Qualities: viz. 


not a Myſtery of unintelligible Words, of 


philoſophical Paradoxes; nor of Eſſences, and 
conſubſtantial  Hhpoſtaſes, Circum-inceſſions and 
Communication of Idioms, &c. Too much of this 
came in, when the Pride of Philoſophy made 
Men aſham'd of the primitive Simplicity of 
the Goſpel ; how far the Author, of the Baok 
1 have under Examination, has contributed 


his Endeavour to recover this primitive Sim- 


plicity, I leave the Reader to judge: while 
yet F can truly eſteem, and reſpect him, for 
| his valuable Abilities ; for his induſtrious Ap- 
plication of Mind, to an Examination, and 
Inquiry into the important Matters of our 


Chriſtian *Religion; and for divers other 


The Introduction vii 
1. particularly for his Civility and Candor 
towards his Adverſary, whom he has oppoſed 
in an amicable calm manner ; not with rude 
Reproaches, and perſecuring Fury, but with 
a great deal of good Temper, and good Manners: 
and if a few ſmart Cenſures are dropt, now and 
then, they are laid on gs and — as 
with a friendly hand. 

I know indeed he oppoſed one, whoſe great 
Abilities, and well-known Excellencies are 
ſuch, that no Man, with any good Grace, 
could have treated him with either Anger or 
Scorn: but ſtill I believe better of Dr. Beaner's 
Diſpoſition, than to think he Me any Inclina- 
tion to it. 
2. For his refoluta Contempt of thoſe alk 
| Topicks of Per ſuaſion, by which ignorant and 
| degenerate Minds are led captive into Error, 
or loſe the Praiſe of it, if it ſhould be into 
Truth; vi. all human Deciſions by Councils 

or Churches Authority, when their Judgment is 
not agreeable to the Holy Scriptures. In this 
caſe he has aſſerted the true Chriſtian Liberty 
of judging for himſelf and oppoling others; 
and ſpeaks as if he had the Courage and Ho- 
neſty to oppoſe the moſt triumphant Er- 
: rors of his Age. He is fo ſenſible” of the at. 


tractive | 


viii "The 3 


tractive Charms of Truth, that let her be cal- 
led Sabellian or Socinian, or by any ugly N ame 
whatever, it ſhall not affright him from 
her open Adyocate, And indeed, her Price. « 
far above that of Rabies, and happy is th Man 
that findeth her, Prov. 2.13, 15. 
3. For his zealous Profeſſion of Integrity, 
exciting others to act honeſtly and openly, 
according to their Judgments; and not to uſe 
Arts of Diſguiſe and Hypocriſy in ſacred mar- 
ters: for ſo I underftand him in thoſe excel- 
- lent words, p. 4. Whatever little Ends may te 
ſerved in this World, by Artifice, Shift and Collu- 


fon; yet not hing but the moſt unbiaſi'd Integrity 
in our Conduct here, can prevent our mla | 


Diſgr ace hereafter. 
In theſe things I greatly praiſe 1 as wor- 


thy of Imitation. And if I cannot ſo much 
commend his Notions, as worthy to be receiv'd | 
by Chriſtians; I hope the following Diſcourſe | 


vill evince that it is for this good Reaſon, vis. 


'That en are 150 Reſult of maginarian, more 


Pag. 19. l. 7. for long ſuſpected, read new and unſuſpeFled. 
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6 EXAMINATION. 


Of the Reverend 


9 Dr BNN ET. 8 Neu Their. 


N rep four Thing in relation to Dr: 
7 Bennet” 8 Book. 


1 1 what Texts of Scripture he 
diſcharges from that hard Service, againſt the 

| Arians and Socinians, which ſo many have long 
and unjuſtly preſs'd *em ings... 

| 41. To examine his new Notion of the l 

5 of the WORD, which he ſuppoſes to be di- 
J ftin& from Chriſt's Rational Soul, and by which 
he thinks to anſwer ſome Texts and Arguments, 
which are urged againſt the ſupreme Sclf-exiſtent 

; IF of M Chriſt. 


B m To 


* 
„ 


2 An Examination of 

III. To conſider the Strength of thoſe few remain- 
Ing Texts, which he has referv'd as his only De- 
fence in this Cauſe : To which 1 have added an 
Appendix concerning the Deity of the Holy Ghoft. 

IV. To make ſome general Obſervations upon his 


New 7 heory, and Scheme of the Trinity in Unity, 
as containing very great Abſurdities. 


eee eee eee 


CHAP. L 


Begin with a brief Repreſentation of thoſe 
Texts, and Arguments upon them, which the 


| Doctor owns have no Force in 'em to prove the Su- | 
preme Deity of our Lord jeſus Chriſt, after all the 
ſtir which ſome have made about em; Whilſt they 
have been afraid to part with any one Argument that har 
been urged in favour of Orthodoxy by their Fredeceſfers ; 


zu Controverſy. Pag. 21. 


As for that remarkable Text, Phil. 2. 6. Who, 


being 5 in the form of God, thought it not robbery to be 
equal with God; he ſpends his whole Seventh Chap- 


ter in an elaborate and judicious Confutation of 
thoſe who interpret this of Chriſt's Divine Nature; 
and frankly concludes, that Sr. Paul is fo far from 
teaching (in this remarkable Paſſage) that the Divine 0 
Nature of our Lord Je ſus Chriſt is inferior to the very | 

God, that he does nor, therein, ſpeak one Syllable of 


his Divine Nature, but only of his Human Nature. So 


that being in the Form of God, ant Equal to God, he 


allows, 


l i 


Dr. BENNETs New Theory. 3 
allows, may and muſt agree to Chriſt's human Na- 
ture only. 

ln the next Chapter he throws up, at once, all the 
Arguments taken from the Goſpel-Hiſtory of our 
Saviour's Life, Actions, and Doctrine; with a pro- 


feſſed Deſign to prove this Propoſition, viz, That da- 


ring the time of our Saviour's Miniſtry, the Diſciples 
did not believe he was any thing more than a mere Man, 


conducted and affted by the Spirit of Cd: And tells 
uu, Page 94. That as. there 55 is not in all the New Tef an 


h$a»d*#j 


57 10 eve had any 1 8 . e his Minibry: 4 


ſo tis very remarkable (ſays the Doctor) that the whole 


Courſe of our Saviour's wonderful Action, affords no 
Proof, nor even the ſmalleſt Intimation of his having 


any divine Nature at all ; viz. 


1. Not his knowing the Thoughts of Men's 
Hearts; ; and therefore he anſwers to ſuch Texts, as 


John 2. 24, 25. John 16. 3. and ſuch like Expreſ- 
ſions. 


3 Nor his Miracles, caſting out Devils, and rai- 


ſigg the dead; fi nce the Diſciples did the very ſame 
things 3 in every kind: as he ſays, pag. 1 101. 

3. Nor his taking on him to forgive Sins, Mat. WW 
Ss 4. which he grants a mere Man may do, if God . 


| ( 


pleaſes, whatever the Jews pretended againſt it. 


4. Nor bis conferring on others A Power to work 


Miracles. Mat. 10. 1. 


Next, he goes on to conſider what Things our 
Lord ſaid of himſelf, which many take to be Proofs 
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. An Examination of 


of his divine Nature given to his Diſciples; but in- 
deed were not ſo, viz. 
. Not his ſaying, he came dom from Heaven. 


2. Nor his having Glory with the Father wg the 


World was, John 17. 5. 


* 3. Nor his calling himſelf the only-begotten Son of 


God, John 5. 16, 18. which he ſays did not diſcover 


that he had any divine Nature at all, pag. 109. Be- 


ing only on the account of his being Man, pag. 162, 


4. Nor his ſaying, I and my Father are one, John 
10. 30. the ſame Phraſe expreſſing the Union be- 
tween Chriſt and his Diſciples. 7 
F. Nor in ſaying, As the Father knowerh me, ſo N 
1 know the Father; John 10, 15. 
6. Nor in thoſe Words, Fohn 14. 7—11 1. He : 


that hath ſeen me, hath ſeen the Father. 


7. Nor in thoſe, John 5. 19. Whatſoever things 


the Father doth, theſe alſo doth the Son. 


8, Nor in ſaying, he was greater than the Temple, 5 


Mat. „ 
9. Nor, that he was 135 of the Sabbath, Ver. 8. 


10. Nor in ſaying, he had Life in —_ even as : 
the Father hat h ; John. 5. 26. 


11. Or that all things that the Father bath are mine, 


John 16. 15. 


13. Nor in ſaying, that he ſrould rath the lead at 


_ the day of Judgment, John 6. 40. Of all theſe Decla- 


rations, (the Doctor ſays) they might have been 


ſtrictly true, and might have been made by him; | 


tho he had been nothing more than a mere Man, 


conducted 
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Dr. BENNETs New Theory. 5 
conducted and aſſiſted by God's Spirit, pag. 116. 
So that for any thing argued from theſe Texts, the 
Doctor plainly implies, he might not have had any di- 
2 vine Nature perſonally united to his Manhood at all. 
In like manner he grants, that John 3. 31. where 
the Baptiſt fays of "Jeſus, He is above all; and thoſe 
Words, John 1. 18, The only-begotten Son, who is in the 
Boſom of the Father; and thoſe, John 5. 17, where 
he calls God, ih merige, (whence the Jews falſly 
inferred, that he made himſelf Equal to God) are 
all applicable to his human Nature; and fo is the 
Character of the Image of God, and the Firſt- born 
of the Creation, Col. 1. 15. See pag. 170. The ſame 
be ſays, pag. 173. of thoſe Expreſſions, the Heir of 
all things, the Brightneſs of his Father's Glory, and the 
expreſs Image of his Perſon, or Subſtance ; Heb. 1. 2. 
Of all Chriſt's Declarations during his Miniſtry, _ 
the Doctor reſerves to himſelf only theſe three 
Texts, John 5. 22, 23. foretelling; he ſays, his re- 
ceiving of religious Worſhip : Mat. 18. 20. foretelling 
his Preſence with bis Diſciples after his Aſcenſion : and 
laſtiy, John 14. 13, 14. Aſſuring them he would anſwer 
their Priyers. He grants that theſe (and perhaps 
there may be others ſuch) did hint and imply our 
Lord's having a divine Nature; but then tis, be- 
cauſe he ſuppoſes this Myſtery revealed to us other 
ways: and ſo the meaning of thoſe Declarations 
becomes clear to them who believe it before-hand, 
for other Reaſons, and bring that preconceived 
0 feaning with them to the Text. But he does not 
| think 
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think the Diſciples took che aforeſaid Hints, pag. 1 L7. 


An Examination 7. 


Nay, on the contrary, he ſays, pag. 118. our Lord's 


having 4 divine Nature, was what they leaſt ſuſpected, 
and would have been moſt ſhock” da . 

[ may add ſeveral other common I Topicks which he 
recedes from, viz. from Chriſt's raiſing himſelf when, 


dead, John 2. 19. which he allows to, be done by the 
human Soul, pag. 149. 80 from. his juaging the 


World, "which the Diſciples knew of, and yet little 
thought of his having any divige Nature, pag. 155. 


and from his being an Object of religious Worſhip, 
pag. 29. and laſtly, from the Form of Baptiſm, 


where the Son berokens (he ſays pag. 211.) the Man, 


Chriſt, And now from dees 1 any infer an 


Things: 


(1.) That without 3 or ſulpedting any. 
3 divine Nature in tbe Lord jeſus Chriſt, we may 
have ſuch a Faith as was acceptable in the Diſciples, 
even ſuch Faith as that, ar. 16. 17. for which our 
Saviour pronounced Se, Peter Bleſſed, telling him he 
had that right knowledge of him the Son, which. 
Hleſh and Blood had not reveal d, but mas the particular 
Favour of God to him; and that unleſs we have higher 


and clearer Evidence of his having a divine Nature, 


* than they who knew him and converſed ſo long and. 
intimately with him, then had, we are as excu- 
lable, in not believing it, as they were. 


20 U infer, that tis not the Baptiſmal- Creed or 


Trinity, that the Doctor contends for againſt Dr. 


Cen. or ober for he acknowledges with them, 
14. — 


Dr. BEN NE T's New Theory. % 
that in the Form of Baptiſm, (viz. into the Name of 


the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit ) the Father, or firſt of 


that Trinity, implies all that 18 the one ſelf. exiſtent 
God, (who is uſually ſtiled the Father, pag. 211. 
and never is ſaid to be the Father of the Word, ör 
of any Perſon in the divine Nature :) that the Son = 
betokens the Man Chriſt, a Being diſtinct from the 5 
very Sod: And that thus the Father, and the Son, 
ſignify thro the whole Goſpel. I ſee then no diſa- 
greement 1 in the Doctor with Arians, at leaſt not 
with Socinians : their Baptiſmal Trinity (which our 


| Creeds are built upon) and his, is juſt the ſame: 


he indeed imagines another interior Trinity in the 
Father, or Fir of this Trinity; and may, if he 
pleaſes, another, in the firſt of that again, arid ſo 
have a Trinity of Trinities : but the Father, Son, 


and HolyGhbeft, into which Trinity we are baptized, 


are, I find, not the matter of diſpute with him; and 


pet ] dare ſay, moſt People thought the Controverſy 
Hy there; and that if there be another Trinity in the 
Father, and if the Word be one in it, yet we are not 
baptized into that interior Trinity, ſince no notice 
zs taken of it there. And as the honeſt Chriſtian 


may be eaſy and glad to find this Point agreed, ſo 


1 preſume, that as the Doctor hath granted his Ad- 


verſaries this Baptiſmal Trinity, they, in return, 


mall not oppoſe his Philoſophical Trinity of Modes, 

or Powers, and Operations, in the Father, if belt 
not impoſe it on 'em as the Scripture- Trinity. „3 

me then we both ſides in 'Moſes's courtebss 


3 Words, 


8 u Rxamination of 


Words, Te are Brethren, why do ye wrong one to ano- 
ther? 

Let none think Ilten. by this Enumeration of 
the Texts, by. him freely ſurrendred to the Adver- 
faries, in the leaſt to upbraid him with any deſign 
to betray the Trinitarian Cauſe z for whatever be 


the real Conſequence, I am well ſatisfy'd of His 


| hearty Zeal to defend it: but he has too much 


Sagacity to be impoſed on by Texts unnatural- | 


1y apply'd to the Proof of Chriſt's ſupreme Deity, 
which he judges will prove juſt the contrary ; and 
was conſtrain'd to throw them up, and glad to get 
rid of 'em, by interpreting em of Chriſt's human 


| pre-exiſting Soul: tho, I remember, the late Dr: 
Sherlock (writing againſt the late Biſhop of Glo- 


ceſter, who had made the like Interpretation) ſays, 
he had given away moſt of the principal Proofs of our 
| Saviour 8 Deity. 


ars d̃ KSSRGs * Mos e 


Am next to examine the Doctor's new Notion of 


the Quieſcence of the WORD, Chap. 9. by 
which he thinks to anſwer ſome Texts, and Argu- 
ments, which are urged againſt the ſupreme Deity 


of our Lord Jeſus Chriſt, and without which he |: 

acknowledges they can't be anſwer'd and inſinuates 
# ti, for a Proof of the Truth of his Notion; 
Pag: 128, His 


mm 


Dr.BENNET"s New Theory 9 


His Notion of the Quieſcence of the WORD is 
this, That the Word (tho perſonally united to the 
Man Chriſt Jeſus) did not communicate any extraordi- 
nary Influence to him, more than to other Mortals, pag. 
125. 5. e. no more than if there had been no ſuch U- 
nion at all: inſomuch, that none of his Diſciples 
could perceive any Sign of ſuch a perſonal Union, 
from any thing he did or ſaid, during his whole 


'F Miniſtry, till after his Reſurrection; but that he 
was wholly under the Conduct of the Holy Spirit. 


By this he hopes to defend himſelf againſt fome 
Texts urged by his Adverſaries; particularly that 
of the Son's not knowing the Day of Fudgment : and 


indeed againſt all the great Prejudices that muſt needs 


be raiſed againſt the Doctrine of our Lord's ſupreme 
Deity, from the Non- appearance, or no Evidence 
of it, in the whole Courſe of bis Life and Doctrine. 


Io this he anſwers, true; but tho his divine Nature 
did not appear, yet it was united to him, only it 
lay as till and ſilent as if not ſo: and becauſe his 
Oppoſers will ſay, this is but a pretence, and that 


if there was ſuch an Union, it would not be with- 


out ſome ſutable Effects, or to no purpoſe; there- 
fore he labours to conſtrain them too, on their own 
Principles, to admit this Quieſcence of the Word, in 
their Notion of it. 


In the firſt place he takes it for a certain 
Truth, that our Lord Jeſus had two intelligent 
Natures in him united to his Body ( otherwiſe, 


if there be but one, he has proved that cannot be 


the ſelf-exiſtent God, but pre-cxiſtent Soul.) He 
C On Knows 
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of en 
knows this touches not at all the Socinians, who aſſert 
but one intelligent Being in our Saviour's Perſon ; 
nor much thoſe Arians, who ſuppoſe the WORD 
to be the Soul of Chriſt, or the Soul to be the 
Word: nor do] find that Dr, Clark has ever ſaid, 


10 Ji Examination 


they are two diſtin Beings, tho he would fain urge 


it upon him, as well as on the Ar;ans, that they muſt 
grant it (as a Conſequence of the high Character 
they give the Logos or Word) that it cannot be the 
Soul of the Man Chriſt Jeſus, 'if he was a Man in 


ſuch Senſe as other Men are. But without inquiry 


into the Philoſophical Notion of a Man, whether 
any rational Spirit united and limited to, and ſym- 


pathizing with ſuch an organized Body as ours, 


does not truly become a Man, or be of another 


Species; I think his way of reaſoning does not make 
out the Conſequence pretended in his third Chapter, | 
For as the Doctor cannot prove againſt *em by any 


direct Teſtimony , that the Word and rational 


Soul are two; any more than that Jeſw and Chriſt, 
denote two Perſons; ſo neither does his Reaſoning 
extortan Acknowledgment of 1 It rom Themletycs, as 


he imagines, | Wi 
His main, if not his whole Argument for ta is, 


That Dr. Clark, and alſo the Arians, allow the 

Word to be ſuperior to all created Beings whatever; and 
that all were made by him, and call it a divine Na- 
ture. But what then? Is not the Man Chriſt Jeſus, 

according to the Doctor's own Aſſertions, ſuperior 
to all created Beings whatever, having all Power in 


Heaven and Earth given to him? Does he not tell 


„ 5 n . | us, 


0s» om #0 OR 
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us, pag. 171. That the Man Chriſt Jeſus is the firſt- 
born of all the Creation ? 1. Becauſe his Soul was crea- 
ted before all other Creatures. 2. Becauſe he is now 
in poſſeſſion of the Jus Primogeniti (or Right of Pri- 
mogeniture) which the divine Nature is incapable of 
receiving, being the Governour of all created Beings, 
and God's Vicegerent; and that the whole Creation is at 
his Command. pag. 173. Theſe things, he ſays, 
muſt, or moſt fairly may be underſtood of his human 
Nature only; with many more ſuch high Characters 
of the Man (or human Soul of) Chriſt. Now | ap- 
peal to any one, if this be not as high and lofty as 
any thing ſaid by the Arians of the Word; at leaſt 


| that need be ſaid by 'em, in maintenance of their 
great Article. They don t make him in Power 


and Honour ſuperior to all Creatures, in a greater 
degree than the Doctor makes Chriſt's human Soul 

now to be; and therefore *tis no Argument againſt 
the Word's being a Spirit of the ſame kind, in that 


he was thus ſuperior, as one of the ſame kind now 


is. That Mind which has ſuch tranſcendent Glories 
now, ſurely was naturally as capable of great Glory 
before: and he who is now God's Miniſter (or Vice- 
gerent, as he often terms the Man Chriſt Jeſus) in go- 
verning and judging the whole Creation, was as ca- 
pable, for ought that he has ſaid, to be a ſubordi- 


nate Miniſter in the Formation of it. And that hu- 
man Soul (rather Mind) which, in its Separation 


from the Body of Chriſt, he grants, might be endued 


(pag. 149.) with a miraculous Power of raiſing him- 


0 2 ſelf 
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ſelf from the Dead, as well as he had before raiſed 
others, might, I conceive, by the like divine Power, 
raiſe the firſt Adam out of the Duſt alſo into Life : 
And I think, to give Life is the nobleſt Part of the 
Creation. But yet neither this, nor the other, does 
neceſſarily give one the Dominion, or make him 
God, over them he has winiſterialty raiſed, ſince 
the Apoſtles were without this Dominion. 

The Doctor indeed pretends the Word, or the 
rational Spirit, thro which, according to his Oppo- 
ſers, all things were formed, mult be eſſentially ſupe- 
rior to all; and that the Power and Wiſdom mani- 
teſted in the Creation, mult be eſſential to the preat 
Architect of the Univerſe, pag. 15. To which J an- 

ſwer, moſt certainly infinite Power and Wiſdom are 
eſſential to the Great Architect, and Maſter-Builder, 
or Creator of the World; even to the God and 
Father of our Lord Jeſus, and of all things elſe. 
But as I know not that either Arians, or any pri- 


itive Chriſtian Writers, ever adventured to give |, 


the Character of great Architect of the Univerſe to 
jeſus Chriſt,chuſing rather, with the ſacred Writings, 
to ſay in ſofter Language, that thro him God created 
all, John 1. 3. Eph. 2. 9. Heb. 1.2. and reſerving 
the abſolute Title of Creator of the Umverſe, to 

another, viz. the God and Father of the Word : 
ſol ſee not, that the eſſential native Power either 
of Miracles, or Creation, (which are much the ſame). 
is at all required in ſuch ſubordinate Miniſters, 
who do all by a communicated Power from him who 
_ l — — 
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acts by them. Tis enough that this Fulneſsis in the | 
original Source and Fountain; the Channel is well 
ſupply'd with derived Streams. No more, in ſhort, 
needs be eſlential to him, by whom God is pleaſed to 
form and frame all, than to that human Soul, by 


which, as the Doctor grants, he governs all. So that 


the Superiority of the Word, to all created Beings, 
hinders not its being the Soul of Chrilt ; which for 


its immediate Production, and the Honour of being 
the Firſt-bora of the Creation, and for the Dignity 


and Authority conferred by God, has been ſtiled 


God, and a divine Nature, by them who believe him 


not to be the ſelf- exiſtent independent God, as the 


Doctor profeſſes his Belief to be. But, 


The Doctor further argues, on the other hand, 5 


. againſt the Word's being the Soul of Chriſt, ok 


the Miſeries and Temptations he felt: which he 
thinks, the Word, under ſuch high Characters, 


could not poſſibly be ſubje& to. If the ſuperior 
Excellencies of the Word don't make it impoſſible 


to be Chriſt's Soul, he will have the Imbecillities 
and Troubles of that Soul render it inconſiſtent 
with being the Nerd; ſo that both ſhall not be one 
and the ſame Mind. He ſays, The Maler and Former 


of all Things, who is eſſentially ſuperior to all created 
Beings, could not be tempted, &c, But this being 


grounded on the ſame Miſtake of a neceſſary eſſen- 


tial Superiority ſuppoſed, bas its anſwer in what I 
have already ſaid, and may be further conſidered 


when I come to meet the ſame as urged again for 
- an 
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an Argument of his Quieſcence of the Word : fot as 
he thinks the Logos cannot be Chriſt's rational Soul, 
he thinks alſo, that without its Ceſſation, and 
Quieſcence during his Miniſtry, its Union to ſuch 
an afflicted Soul, as Chriſt's oft was, 1s inconſiſtent. 
And therefore having laboured firſt to prove a ſelf- 
_ exiſtent divine Word (diſtinat from the human Soul) 
united to our Lord Chriſt, he labours as much, in 
the next place, to prove, that there was no Sign or 
Token of his having any ſuch thing, nor any uſe for 
it during his Miniſtry ; which I am next to conſider. 
That there was no Appearance of any ſuch ſelf- 


_ exiſtent ſupreme Nature perſonally united to him, 
or ſuch a Word, is readily granted without proving 
it; but that ic was Quieſcent in him, will be deny'd | 
by thoſe who hold there was no fach thing, and 


that therefore there could be no juſt Signs of it. 
Aud for the Logos, in the Senſe of Dr, Clark, and 


others, (who, for ought I ſee, take it for the Soul 
of Chriſt) the Doctor will not pretend, nor need 
that this ſhould be Quieſcent. So that till he can, 


by good Arguments, conſtrain them to yield that 


the Word, and rational Soul of Chriſt, are not the 


ſame, but two different Minds; there is no occaſion 
to diſpute about this Quieſcence of nothing. 


But becauſe the granting the Quieſcence of the 


Word, while the rational Soul in Chriſt did not 
quieſce, would carry with it a Conceſſion, that it 
was not Chriſt's rational Soul, but a diſtin& Mind 
for this reaſon he endeavours to perſuade us, 
that 


the! 
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that both Dr. Clark, and alſo the Arians, muſt on 
their own Principles grant, that the Word, in their 
Senſe of it, was, at leaſt ſometimes, quieſcent during 
his Miniſtry, pag. 128. viz. when under Tempta- 
tion by the Devil, and under his Agonies: becauſe, 
ſays he, no Temptation could affect bim; no Ago- 
ny be upon him ; if the Word, ſo powerful and ex- 
cellent an Agent, did exert and communicate its 
| mighty Influences. 

To this it may be replied; that the Doftor has 
no right Apprehenſion of the Humiliation and In- 
carnation of the Logos, according to his Oppoſers 
Sentiments; for they think the Word really empried 
it ſelf, and became like the rational Soul of another 
Man, which is limited by the bodily Organs, and is 

in a manner dormant in Infancy ; for by the ſettled 
Laws of Nature, it exerts not then its nobleſt 
powers: ſo that the Man is at firſt but like an Ani- 
mal, and gradually thoſe Powers, and latent Fa- 
culties, diſcover themſelves according as the Organs 
admit; and never diſplay themſelves, probably in 


all their full Strength, in this groſs and feculent 
Body; not till it be ſpiritualiz'd and refin'd at the 


EReſurrectiou. Now according to this Opinion of 
the Word (which alſo makes our Saviour's Humilia- 
tion very aſtoniſhing and endearing, and which is 
the true and great Myſtery of Godlineſs, God manifeſt 
in Fleſh, 1 Tim.3.16.)*twill be eaſy for them to admit 
the Word to be deprived of its former extraordinary 
nen amet to become ſubject to ſore Temptati- 


ons, 


* 


16 An Examination of © 
ons, and great Aſſlictions, in reality: Alſo to grow in 
Vi ſdom as others do; tho at the ſame time it did 
conduct his Actions, and ſomething very extraordi- 
nary too appeared in him at twelve Years of Ape, 
even before his great Unction with the Holy Spirit, 
when he reaſoned ſo wonderfully with the Fewiſh 
Doctors: ſo that it acted as the bodily Organs ad- 
mitted. 

But the Doctor s ſelf-exiſtent ſupreme God 
( hich is the Word in his Senſe) will not be ſuppoſed 
capable of ſuch Abaſement. Can the Almighty Je- 
ho vah be brought low, or deny himſelf? Can his eter- 
nal Perfections be confined? or his infinite Mind 
lock'd up within narrow Organs? or be tempted or | 
afflicted? No: and therefore they who might ad- 
mit ſome Quieſcence (in ſome kind and meaſure) 
upon the Arian Principles, will {till be as far as ever 
from granting it upon his. Nor is it harder to con- 
ceive the Word to be thus reduced, than the Doc- 
tor's allow'd pre-exiſtent Soul of Chriſt, to be ſo, 
He might as well argue from the Quieſcence of 


that noble pre-exiſtent Soul, which he allows had Þ 


ſo often perſonated the Almighty, and had conducted 
his People Iſrael; and yet, after all that vaſt Wiſdom Þþ 
and Experience which this ſuppoſes, he mult grant, 
became as the Souls of other Infants 3 and increaſed 
in the common Wiſdom of Men; and became ſub- 
je& to ordinary Infirmities. Let him apply this to 
the Word in the Senſe of his Oppoſers, and then ſee 
what Advantage he can make of it, in favour of his 
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Quieſcence of the ſupreme God (as he ſuppoſes) who 
js not ſubject to ſuch Paſſions, or Reſtraint. 


I grant this hinders not, but the Almighty 


may dwell in Silence, and manifeſt himſelf more or 


leſs as he pleaſes, as he did in Prophets and Apo- 
ſtles at different Seaſons; but that in a Perſonal U- 
nion to the Man Chriſt leſus, he ſhould, in ſo many 
Years, give not one mark of it, is what the Doctor 
muſt prove-for himſelf; for his Oppoſers have no 
Occaſion for his kind Help in this matter, and c can 
do without it, if he cannot. 

That the Word, in the Arian Notion, mould be 


ſometimes quieſcent in ſome degree for a while, and 
not exert its Powers by external diſtinguiſhing To- 


kens, is no Wonder : for the human Soul of Chriſt 
was ſo quieſcent, whenever our Lord: Jeſus flept, 


till he awoke again; and fo ”tis with other Men. 
But what is this to a conſtant Quieſcence, which 
alone will do the Doctor any Service? Nay, even 


the human Soul of Jeſus-did acquieſce in his Ago- 


nies, ſo far as not to exert all it could for prevent- 


ing his Death; ſince he ſays, he could pray to his 


| Father, and have Angels enough ſent in bis Aid, 


Mat. 26. 53. and he ſhewed, when the Officers came 


do arreſt him, that he could have confounded and diſ- 
arm'd 'em, John 18.6, He had then ſome Form of God, 
2 God. like Majeſty and Authority; which yet he _ 
would not uſe, but laid by, and calmly ſuffer'd the 
Death of a Slave, and ſo took the Form of 4 Servant. Y 
But ſome Quieſcence of particular Times, is not 


i 1 | j D . like 
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like a perpetual Ceſſation, that never affords one : 


Proof of the Being of a Thing which ſhovld be qui- 


eſcent. And yet this is all the 'Quieftence which 


Treneus mentions in the Doctor's Citation out of him, 
viz. That he ſubmitted to be tempted, to die, and 
did not oppoſe his Power to prevent the Tryal : 


But He was far from ſaying the Word was ſilent at 


other Times, viz. in his Miracles and Diſcourſes; 
nay, rather on the contrary, the Ceſſation or Quieſ- 
cence on thoſe particular Occaſions, implies, That the 

Word was not ſo uſually, or at other Times; much 
leſs at all Times, in that Father's Opinion. 


Iwill not urge the Doctor with Teſtimonies of 


Primitive Chriſtian Writers, which Method he 
chuſes to decline; yet fince he reltes upon Ireneus, 


it will be but reaſonable to let him and others 


know, that he was not of his Opinion touching the 
Word : for he ſuppoſes the Logos to be paſſible, it 


- oppoſition to the Cerinthians, in the Chapter whence 
this Citation is taken; and expreſly ſays, Lib. 1. 


cap. 4. 5 Nos Yadav, the Word of God was made Fleſh, 
and ſuffered ; and calls him, Patient Verbum, the 


ſuffering Word of God, Lib. 3. cap. 20. So that he 
neither thought the Word to be the impaſſible felf- 
exiſtent God, as the Doctor does; ngr that he was 
wholly quieſcent, as to the bearing thoſe Afflictions, 
which yet he did fo far acquieſce in, as not to pre- 
vent their coming on him, or to be a real Tempta- 
tion, and to affe& him ſorely. 9 clear 'd e 
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I will gezt ſuggeſt ſome ſtrong Preſumptions a- 


gin bis Hypotheſis of the Word's Quieſcence: ab 

_ Firſt, There is not the leaſt ] Hint of any ſuch Thing 
in the Goſpel-Hiſtory of Chriſt. to found it upon. 
Tho the Goſpels were written many Years after 
Chriſt's Aſcenſion, and after the Diſciples are ſup- 
poſed to have been infor med of this long-ſuſ pected 
Myſtery, yet they have not dropt one Word of 
ſuch a Quieſcence of the Divine Nature, nor made 


any Apology for Chriſt's not appearing to be what, 


they ſince found, he was; 3 Bor made any Reflec- 
tions upon thelr own Ignorance or Miſtake, as in 
other Caſes they did. Tis ſtrange that St. Joln 
(whoſe Expreſſion, the Word was Ged, is in a man- 


ner the whole Foundation of the Dodtor- s Opi- 
nion, as to Chriſt's Supreme Deity) ſnould not ſay 
ſomething, why or how this had been purpoſely 
bud from Men, during Chriſt's Abode in the Fleſh: 


Nay, which is more, St. John takes notice of the 
Quieſceace, or undiſcover'd Secrecy of the Ward, be- 
fore his Incarnation, even according to the Poctor's 


Acc: gunt, in thoie Words, And the Word Was with 
God: *Tis ſtrange, I ſay, he ſhould not carry it far- 
ther, and ſay ſomething to his lying hid too in his 
Life! And, which yet preſſes harder, the DoQtor tells 


us, thoſe Words, the Word was with God, are oppoſed to 
| bis Manifeſt ation, when the Word was made Fleſh, and 
dwelt among us; and that the Word was with God, 


Kill the Time when God was manifeſt in the Fleſh, 


bas. 189. It ſeems then, be was not hid with God 
Di... 5 
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any longer; it was no longer a Secret; but the Mord 


was plainly diſcovered, when once be took Fleſh 
and converſed with Men, And if ſo, then the Diſ- 


ciples were not ſo ignorant of the Word's Perſonal 
Union to the Fleſh or Body of Chriſt ; for it was 


now with them, which formerly had been with God 


alone: the hidden ſecret Condition of the Word, 
was over; and therefore St. Joby might well ſay 


nothing of the Doctor's Quieſcence of the Word, 
when he had told us, he was manifeſted, and they 
beheld his Glory; which yet he could hardly but have 


ſpoken of, if otherwiſe. 


Secondly, *Tis ſtrange, the Azotties; in their 
_ Epiſtles, ſhould not take ſome notice of this ſur- 
prizing Diſcovery, newly made to them, that Jeſus 
Chriſt was quite another Perſon than they had ever 
thought him to be; and he, whom they always 
had taken for a mere Man, aided by God, by later 
Information ſince receiv'd, they underſtood was 
the ſelf-exiſtent God : They knew there was Rea- 
ſon doubly to inculcate ſuch an important Point, 
and the more, becauſe it was what had never been 
ſuſpected by Chriſt's Followers, who had never, 
from himſelf, had the leaſt Intimation of Te” ond 
- would, as the Doctor ſays, have been much fhock'd at 
It, But is there any Notice of this great Change in 
their Opinion? They tell us, The Princes of this 
| World knew him not, Acts 3. 17. but do they ever 
complain of their own great Miſtake? They tell 
us often how different and more glorious an Eſtate 
( "2 | 1 
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he was advanced to by his Exaltation, in large Ex- 
preſſiong, Phi l. 2. 9, 10. but not one Word, what a 
much greater Difference they had learned, from his 
being in Perſonal Union to the Almighty God. 


The Doftor ſays, He preſumes our Lord did then (lie. 


tion) reveal to them his Divine Nature, pag. 1 50. So 
that he is not certain, this Article of Chriſt's ſu- 
preme Deity is any part of that Goſpel, which 
was firſt preached by our Lord, and afterwards confirm- 
ed by them who heard him; but however he preſumes 


it, and is confident it was either by his own Diſcourſes 
after the Reſurrection, or elſe by the miraculous Effuſion 
of the Spirit at the Day of Pentecoſt, that this Doc- : 


trine was imparted to them, pag. 125. 1100 


But, ſince we have ſome Account of both, let us 
fre if there be any Notice of ſuch a new Diſcovery 


in either; the Evangeliſt tells us what Chriſt diſ- 
-courſed of to his Diſciples, after the Reſurrection, 


Luke 24,27, But is there a Word of this new and 
ſarprizing Account of his Divine Perſon ? In that 
Chapter, Excuſe is made for them who knew not 
his Bodily Form, that their Eyes were held; but 
is there any for the Darkneſs of their Minds, that 
they had not known him to be the ſelf-exiſtent God 
before? Is there any thing intimated of their chan- 
ging their Minds about his Fee in this amazing 


5 Point? 


The ſame Evangeliſt tells us what was orniched 5 


on the wy of Pentecoſt, at the firſt Effuſion of the 
F 5 Spirit, 
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his old Confeſſion, Mat. 16. Thau art the Chriſt, the 
Son of the liuing God. Nor do any of the Apoſtles 


_ Chriſtian Faith in this Point. 


20006, da grant, that the Perſonal Union is diſſol- 
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Spirit, Ne St. Peter 5 twas this, Jeſus kl Nel eaſes 
4 Man approved of God by Signt and Wonders, which ſor! 
Bd did by him, Acts 2. 22. Is this any higheiſthe t 
Account of Chriſt's Perſon, than they had learn th 
before? One would think, that having juſt nowſs Di 
received that new. and amazing Diſcoyery of Chr iſt Ipeen 
cheing the ſelf-exiſtent God, the Apoſtle would Jeſu 
have been foll of it, at leaſt not have left it ont in n 
chis devout and ſt Encomjum of his ſacred Lord 
and Maſter: St. Peter ſeems to have learn'd nothing 
new of Chriſt's-Perſon, or more than appear d in 


take any notice of this great. Alteratian of the 


I know of no other Writings that pretoncy to t 
give any Account of our Lord's Diſcourſes after his 1 


Reſurrection, unleſs it be the Apoſtolical Conſtitu- 1 e 


tions; and theſe are ſo very contrary to the Doc- 4 
tor's Notion of the Self-exiſtent Word, that Lvl 5 


not ſuppoſe he ſhall appeal to them. 


».' Thirdly, How can this Perſonal Union conſiſt 
ain this pretended Quieſcence, which he ſuppoſes 


was total? What does the Doctor mean by Union? 


What is the Perſonal Union, but a near Relation 


and rare of the Divine Nature, to the human, 
in order to ſpecial Operation upon, and by it? 


And where there is no ſuch Operation, what is the 
Vnion? I think he will grant, as all Men, I con- 


ved 
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ed between Man's Soul and Body; when the Soul 
ethMeaſes, at Death; to act in, and by the Body; tho 
2 t {oft of ineffectual Relation may remain between 
he two Natures ſtill: and will not his Quieſcence 
ef the Word, for ſo many Tears, equally imply ſuch 


deen ſuch, between a divine and human Nature, in 


1 eee eee Nee, 7% 1: yds 
rd Forrthly, Tis a great Object ion againſt bis Qui 


neffl efcent Word, that Jeſus Chriſt hinſetf gives us not 
inf any Account of there being auy fuch Perſos in the 


he divine ſelf-exiſtent Nature, ot any ſuch Word, 
es (Name or Thing) more thati was manifeſt in hi- 
ze ſelf. The Father, and the Spirit too; are oft men- 
+ | tion'd by him; how is it then that he never men- 


tions any Ward or Second Perſon, - (which-/ Was 
s not, as the Doctor grants, ſuſpected to be himſelf) 
Jon any account? He might ſurely have ſpoken of 


- | the Almighty Word, and let bis Diſciples know 


there was ſuch a Perſon, and their Duty to him, 
| without ſaying any thing of the perſonal Uniohuto = 
him; nay, fince the Operation and Aſſiſtances of 
the Father and Spirit, do not prove fich an Union 
of them to himſelf, why might not the Mord ſome- 


times have been particularly qwned, and ſome 


tuning aſcribed to him by Jeſus Chriſt, whick yet 


- would have given no more ſuſpicion of his being 
the Word, than of his being the Holy Spirit? Bot 


23 "Wat it ſhould . be n. that he wrought 


by 


z Diſſolution of the Perſonal Union, if there had 


I Jeſus Chriſt? Otherwiſe I want to know MO 


: 
f 
4 
10 
14 
5 
. 
| 
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him, and did his | Works, and the like; : and never 
once, that the Word (who was not thought, as 
he ſuppoſes, to be himſelf) afliſted him, muſt ſeem 


very ſtrange. Why his Agency in common ſhould be 
paſſed by, the Doctor gives no account, nor ſo 
much as preſumes any; tho, be is not the backward | 
eſt, nor moſt barren in Speculations, as his New 
Theory of the Trinity has convinced the World. 


So that 'tis plain, his Quieſcence of the Word was 
not at all needful, for Concealment of the Perſonal 


Union; but was altogether as great, as even the 
Arians or Socinians would need, on the Suppoſition 


that there is no ſuch Perſon at all i in the ſelf-exiſtent 


| God; and who therefore ſay, tis no wonder there 
were no marks of it in the Life or Doctrine of the 
Bleſſed Feſws. . Mo tn dw WIE | ö 


HHſthiy, 1 can't ſee, upon the Doctor 5 Hypotheſis, 


any ground left to aſſert any Incarnation, or Union 
of the Word, to the human Nature, ſo early as Chriſt's 
Birth: Then indeed the pre- exiſtent Soul was em- 


bodied, as other Mens, and ſoon manifeſted it ſelf 


in the natural Seaſon ; but what reaſon has he to ſay 
the Divine Word, anacher intelligent infinite Being, 
was then united ? I remember not any Gountenance 
the Scripture is pretended to give in this caſe; it 
- ſays, the Word was made Fleſh; but when? If it does 
not ſay, at his Birth or Conception, and if there ap- 
peared no good Sign of it in all his Life, then why 
might it not be meren, and not till his Reſur- 


rection ? 


by the Spirit of God; and that the Father dwelt in 
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retion? when he was Begotten from the dead, and 
it was faid, this day have I begotten thee, by Almigh- 


ty God, Ad, 13. 33. I can't but think this would 


mend the Doctor's Scheme, and ſave him the labour 


of making out his. Quieſcence of the Word; by ſay- 
| ing, our Lord Jeſus had been only a Man in his 


Life-time on Earth, but became the ſelf-exiſtent 
God afterwards ; ſince 'tis not till then that he finds 
any Proof of his perſonal Union. 

 Sixthly, 1 ſee not by any thing in his Account, 


but that the Mord is quieſcent ſtil}, if it was ſo du- 


ring Chriſt's Miniſtry. For what Manifeſtation has 


there been of a divine Word or Nature in our Savi- 


our, which may give us a clearer diſcovery of its 


5 perſonal Union to his Fleſh, ſince the Reſurrection, 
| than before? What new Proofs (waving a while 
the Senſe of that Expreſſion, the Word was God) can 

tte Doctor alledge in fact, to ſhew this hidden divine 
Word has ſince ſhone forth in fuller Evidence? True 


indeed, Chriſt roſe from the dead, and aſcended on 


high, and ſent forth the Spirit in miraculous Gifts; 
but what then? Did not the Diſciples hear him fore- 
tell theſe things, and yet not ſuſpe& his Divine 
Nature at all? And why ſhall the raiſing himſelf _ 
from the Grave, be a Proof (as he ſuppoſes) of his 
being the ſupreme God, to Thomas, who had, with= 
cout Suſpicion of this, ſeen him raiſe Lazarus, who 


had been longer dead? and which the Doctor equals 
to his raifing himſelf, p. 149. As for his ſending the 


= Ghoſt in N Gifts, he had formerly 
8 given 
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given his Diſciples a Specimen of that, Mat. 10. 1; 
and exerciſed it himſelf oft: and the Doctor aſcribes 
this Effuſion of the Spirit to the Man Chriſt Jeſus, 
telling us, p. 205. That the Aan Chriſt Jeſus diſpoſes 
of theſe Influences of the Spirit, as alſo the Apoſiles 


did. And ſince he tells us, p. 155, That he conſtant- 


ly declared to his Diſciples, that the Man Chriſt Jeſus 
ſhould judge us at the Great Day, and yet they little 
thought of his having a Divine Nature; I cannot ima- 


gine what Evidence, from any Fact, there is to this 

day, of his having any Divine Nature in him, 

which was never diſcovered during his Miniſtry on 
Earth, And if it be ſtill quieſcent, for what end 


will the Doctor ſay the perſonal Union ſerves? | 


Seventhly and Laſtly, 1 don't ſee, by the Doctor's 
way of arguing, that he can make it appear, that 
our Lord Jeſus himſelf knew he had a Divine Na-“ 
ture united to him; but that the Man Chriſt was as | 


ignorant of the Perſonal Union, as of the Day of 


Judgment, till his Reſurrection. For ſince nothing 
that he (aid or did, diſcovered that he had any 
Knowledge of it, why ſhould 1 believe he did know | 
it? And it would be a ſtrange perſonal Union, 
that himſelf neither was conſcious, nor ſo much as 
inform'd of. 


And now ſince the Hater relied ſo much on this f 


| Notion of the Word's Quieſcence, to furniſh him witn 
: Anſwers to many things objected againſt Chriſt's 


con! 
Da 

him 
any 


ſupreme ſelf-exiſtent Deity; and particularly con- 


wth, that bent ſuppoſing it, no 7 tolerable Ac- 
count 


. 
* ” 
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count can be given of our Saviour's not knowing the 
Day of Judgment, pag. 128, I hope, if this fail 
him, he will rather yield, than betake himſelf to 
any Intolerable Accounts. If this great Magazine of 
Stores for Defence be blown up, it will be expected, 
that he preſently ſurrender with the poor Remains; 
into the hands of victorious Truth. 


F 
CHAP. Wl 


Come now to examine the Strength of thoſe 
few remaining Texts, to which he retreats in 


his twelfth Chapter, as his only Defence; to ſee if 
they prove our Lord Jeſus Chrift to be the one elle 


exiſtent God. 
Here 1 find but two Texts, on which he 3 
his Proof, (indeed he had not many more left, and 


*twas time to ſtop, elſe he had given up his Cauſe) 


| viz. John 1. 1. and Heb, 1. 10. For his other 


Proof from 1 Tim. 2. f. relies wholly upon the In- 
terpretation of the fir5# of thoſe two, and needs na. 


particular Anſwer. 


Firit, He produces St. John 8 Teſtimony, Viz, 
The Word was with God, and the Word was God. And 


indeed this alone muſt bear the Weight of the 
whole Cauſe, or he muſt give it up. 


His Argument lies thus: © Since the Holy PI 


7.50 tures fully and ere declare, both under the Lam 


E 2 * and 


4-9 


rr — . 
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© and the Goſpel, that there is but one God, and but one 
© Being who is God; and ſince tis acknowledg'd by all, 
© that St. John intends the one ſelf- exiſtent Being, by 
© the Term God, with whom the Word was; therefore in 
© ſaying the Word was God, he must mean that he was 
* the ſame ſelf-exiſtent one God, or he muſt contradith 
© rhe whole Tenour of the Scriptures, by aſſerting a God 
© beſides the one God : whereas the Scriptures (ſays he) 
© never diſtinguiſh upon the matter, nor once inform us, 
© that tho there is but one Supreme, yet there is another 


© - Subordinate God.” Upon this he is ſo warm and | 


ſo poſitive, as to ſay, No poſſible Expoſition or 
© Senſe of the word God, can reconcile the Contradic- 
© tion of this Verſe of St. John, to the other parts of 
© the Bible, without admitting that the Word is the ſelf- © 
© exiſtent God : ſo that we must either give up all the 
ret of the Scripture, or reject St. John s Goſpel, a4 
© ſubverting the Unity of God.” pag, 189. But ſince 
1 am not ſo willing to give up either St. John's Goſ- 
pel, or the reſt of the Bible, I will fill attempt to 
reconcile 'em, rather than haſtily to declare, that 
if, on the other hand, St. John do not mean the 
Word to be God in an inferiour ſenſe, I will either 
reject him, or all the reſt of my Bible: and I hope 
to ſhew, that the ſame Sagacity and Candour, with | 
which the Doctor has been able to extricate himſelf 
ſo eaſily out of the pretended Difficulties of other Ar- 
guments and Texts, will as eaſily help him through 
this, and that in the very ſame way of Reaſoning. 
What I have to offer againſt his Argument from this 
Text, is, . That 


9 we _ — * — — —— Wd _— — 


a — 
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1. That tho the Holy Scriptures do declare there 
is but one God, yet they do at. the ſame time call 


other Beings by the ſame Name of God. The Doc- 


tor owns, that Angels are often call'd oe, Elo- 
him, p. 61. Now that is the very word which is 
tranſlated God, in all thoſe Texts cited by him, 


p. 17). in which *tis ſaid, there is no God, or Elo- 
him, beſides me; and yet there are Elohim, or Gods, 
beſides him, by his own unavoidable Confeſſion. 
And the ſame ſelf-exiſtent Being, who ſays there is 


no Elohim, or God, beſides him; does himſelf ſay, 
to mortal Men in Power, I have ſaid ye are Elohim 


or Gods, P/al, 82.6. but ſhall die as Men. So again, 
Worſhip him all ye Elohim, or Gods, Pſal. 97. 7. with 
many more the like. And what will the Doctor 
dq in this caſe? Will he now give up the reſt of 


his Bible, or all theſe Texts? Is not the very 


Foundation of his Argument gone ? If there be 
but one God, and yet other Gods alſo; is it not a 
very natural Solution, to ſay there is emphatically 
but one God, in a peculiar ſuper-eminent ſenſe , 


and yet others, in a lower ſenſe, by bearing ſome 


faint Impreſſions of that ſupreme Majeſty, and with. 
out compariſon to him, are Gods alſo? And if in this 


ſenſe St. John ſhould ſay the Word was God, and was 


were this any more iaconſiſtent with the Scripture- 
Account of but one God, than what I have already 


mention'd? So that he cannot ſay, the Scriptures 


do not diſtinguiſh, upon the matter, between Elo- 


him 
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him ſupreme and ſubordinate, vhen expreſly the 
Lord is ſaid to be a God of Gods, Deut. 10, 7. or 
a great God above all Gods. 


2. If our Lord Jeſus Chriſt might juſtly be calbd 
God, even tho he were not the one ſelf- exiſtent Be- 


ing, or God; then St. John may very juſtly be in- 


terpreted, to mean the Word was ſo God, as not 


to be the ſelf-exiſtent God: becauſe St. John in that 
Tenſe would ſpeak but juſtly; and therefore to make 
him ſpeak juſtly, *tis not neceſſary he ſhould mean 
the Word to be the ſupreme God, when he ſays he 
was God. And that our Saviour might juſtly be 
call'd God, without being the Supreme, the Doctor 
himſelf does grant, p. 44. where he ſays, Moſes 


3s ſtiled a God to Aaron and Pharaoh, becauſe he was 


inſpired, and they learned the Will of God from him : 


and (N. B.) conſequently, our Saviour, who received 
the Spirit without meaſure, might more juſtly bave been 


ſtiled a God, on the account of his having been a great | 
Prophet. Now ſince Moſes was juſtly call'd God, 


(for it was by God himſelf) ſurely our Saviour, 


who might more juſtly be ſo call'd, without ſap- 
poſing a divine Nature, might very well be ſo call'd . 
by St. John in this Text. So that the Contradic- 
tion, fancy'd in this Senſe of the Text, between 
St. John and the reſt of the Bible, begins, I hope, 

to be leſs frightful. And I would not have him ſay 
that was impoſlible to be ſaid by St. Fohn, which 
himſelf grants moſt juſtly might have been ſaid. 


3, Be- 
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3. Beſides what 1 have ſaid, that St. John might 
juſtly call the Word God, and yet not the, Su- 
preme; I add, that he has actually made a difinc= 
tion between God, and the God. (1.) In the em- 
phatical Article prefix'd to the firſt, and not to 
the other. This Article indeed is not always found 
before otc5, when ſpoken of the Supreme God, 
nor ſeems it needful : but if St. Foh» intended to 
make a diſtinction, (when ſpeaking of two under 
that Character, it might be requiſite to diſtinguiſh) 
he could not well omit giving the Emphaſis of the 
God to the Supreme, whilſt he withdrew it from 
the other. And therefore the Doftor had no good 
reaſon to make ſo light of this, which is counted 
of ſuch moment, by Philo in Lib. de Somniis, by Cle- 
mens Alexandrinus in Lib. 3. Strom. p. 460. Ed. Paris. 
and Origen, Tom. 2. in Johan. &c. who tell us, that 
the True Almighty God is diſtinguiſh'd by this Ar- 
ticle, from a God without it. And Origen makes 
6 eds to diſtinguiſh the true God from Chriſt, who 
is ©4055 as 6 Adyos, the Word, ſaid here of Chriſt, 
differences him from other Ad yo, or Words: for 
any of the rational Spirits, Angelswpr human Spi- 
rits, were oft ſo call'd, as may be ſeen in Sandi; Diſ- 
ſert. T*pi 735 A. But 'tis the more conſiderable in 
Philo Fudæus, who being a Few, was very earneſt and 


5 _ jealous for the one God; but yet thought it not in- 


conſiſtent to admit a ſubordinate Ado, under the 
Title of a God; and this in St. John's own time: 
Which ſhews, | how cally the Chriſtian Fewiſh | 


* Churches 
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Churches would underſtand St. John's Words in this Sh 
Senſe; but could never have admitted the Doctor's 
Senſe of a ſelf-exiſtent God, being ſaid to be with 
a ſelf-exiſtent God. (2.) In that the Word, call'd 
God, is faid to have been with God. And this is 
inculcated twice; The Word was with God, and the 
Word was God, and the ſame was with God. Now if 
the meaning was, as the Doctor would have it, that 
the Mord was that ſame God, that he was with,-*tis 
hard to ſee the occaſion of guarding it before and 
after, with ſo much Caution: as if any one could 
run into ſuch an Error, as to think he ſhould not 
be with himſelf, Or if he had intended ſo much, 
tis very likely he would have ſaid, he was with 
himſelf, rather than with God; which looks more 
like another than the ſame, in ordinary Speech. 
What the Doctor ſays of veòs Tov otov being op- 
pos'd to his Manifeſtation Tg hs, is true, but 
nothing of an Anſwer : for his being in ſecret with | 
God, no more ſhews him to be that ſame God, 
than his being with Men afterward, proves him to 
be any of thoſe ſame Men he dwelt with. So that 
the Difficulty and unnatural Harfhneſs of his Inter- 
pretation, remains ſtill as an Obje&ion againſt it : 
and is juſt ſuch an Objection, as lay againſt the diffe- 
rent way of the-Photinians reading this very Text; 
when they read the laſt Clauſe thus, And God was, 
and not the Word was God; leaving out the Word, 
or Logos. This is cenſur'd as moſt abſurd, to make 
St. John ſay, And God was; when before: hand he 
had 
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had ſaid the Word was with God: So that there 
could be no doubt but he was, Quod nemo ſanus 
| ſeripſerit, multo minus Evangeliſta, otònitugoc, ſays 
the judicious Dr. Mills, Proleg, Surely it was no 
more reaſonable to ſay, he was with himſelf. 
4. Tis to be conſider'd, that only St. John, and 
. very late, uſes the Term Word (in which alone the 
Do or finds the very Deity of the ſecond Perſon of 
the Trinity.) And is it likely, that ſo many years 
after the Goſpel of Chriſt had been preach'd, far 
and near, to jews and Gentiles; and ſo many 
Churches formed upon its Principles, (be it thirty, 
or forty, or more years) that St. John ſhould then 
firſt reveal ſuch an Article; or ſhould mean any 
thing conſiderably more, in calling our Saviour the 
Word, than the reſt of the Apoſtles (who were moſt, 
if not all of 'em dead) had meant by other Cha- 
| raQers, viz. the Son of God, the Chriſt, the Lord 
Feſus, &c? in which the Doctor pretends not to 
find this Article, Why ſhould the Word in St. 
John ſignify ſo much more than St. Paul's calling him 
the Image of God, Col. 1. 15. or the Brightneſs of 
his Father's Glory, Heb. 1.2? And yet the Doctor 
| plainly ſuggeſts, that if thefe were interpreted of 
| his divine Nature, it would fairly prove, that Nature 
to be inferior to the very God; pag. 170. So that if 
it had been ſaid, And that Image, &c. was God, it 
had meant only an inferior God. And is it any 
harder to interpret, the Word was God, the ſame 
Way ? eſpecially when he allows that-the ſame St. 


F JT ohn, 


24 An Benthin of 


John, Rev, 19. 13. applies the Character of the Word 
to the Man Chriſt Jeſus only, without any regard to the 
divine Nature, or Word; and which, if underſtood of 
the divine Nature, or of the whole God-man, would 
really imply, that the Word is inferior to the very God 
pag. 167. compared with pag, 170. Now it thoſe 
Words, He was clothed with a Veſture dipp'd in Blood, 
and his Name is called the Word of God, muſt be ſpo- 
ken only of the Man Chriſt Jeſus ; or at leaſt of ſuch 


A2 Nature as is inferior to the very God; I think St. 


John's other Expreſſion, The Word was God, may be 
allow'd the like Interpretation : ſince there is no 
reaſon to imagine the ſame inſpired Writer ſhould 
not in both places (and perhaps all in which 'tis 
uſed) uſe that remarkable Title, of the ſame Per- 
ſon, in the ſame Senſe. 

But I muſt not preſs this too hard, becauſe, tho 
the Doctor hath ſaid all that I have mention'd ; 
yet, to do him juſtice, he ſays quite the contrary 
afterwards: for pag. 216. he makes that Name, the 
Word of God, to be a proof of his being a diſtin& 
Perſon in the ſelf-exiſtent God, whoſe Word he is; 
and this after he had numbred it among thoſe Texts, 
which are ſpoken of the Man Jeſus Chriſt, withour 
any, regard to the Word, or divine Nature : as indeed 
the whole Context ſpeaks of a Man with his Name 
on his Thigh. So that until I know which half of 


the Contradiction he is $ willing to part with, I let 
it paſs. 


5. There 
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5. There is no more difficulty in the ſeeming 


Contradiction between thoſe Texts, which declate 
there is but one God; and St. John's ſtiling the Word 


2 God, in another and inferior Senſe, than there is 
in many other Inſtances: which yet the Doctor, and 

all other Trinitarians, (if I may count him ſuch) can 
eaſily reconcile ; and therefore he ought not to make 
it ſo inſuperable a Difficulty in this ſingle Caſe, as 


he pretends it is. 
For inſtance, tis as poſitively and expreſly ſaid 


by God himſelf, There is no Saviour beſides me, Iſa, 
43, 11. as that there is no God beſides me, in the fol- 


lowing Chapter, And both are put on the ſame 


foot together, Hoſea 13. 4. Thou ſhalt know no God 
but me, for there is no Saviour beſides me. And yet 
the Man Chriſt. Jeſus is certainly ſtiled our Saviour, 


or Feſus, all along in the New Teſtament; which, 


the Doctor confeſſes, betokens that Man whom the bleſſed 
Virgin brought forth, and implies nothing of an incar- 


nate God in the Notation of it; pag. 161. Nay tis a 
Character into which he is exalted by God, Ac, 5. 


31. and therefore can't belong to the infinite ſu- 
preme God: Him hath God exalted, to be a Prince and 


Saviour. And he is called Saviour at the ſame time, 


where the great God is called ſo, tho in an inferior 
Senſe, and as ſubordinate to God; Tit. 3. 4, 6, The 


Love of God our Saviour appear'd — who ſaved us by 
the renewing of the Holy Ghoſt, which he ſhed on us, 


thro Jeſus Chriſt our Saviour, SO that here is Cod 


our Saviour, and yet another inſtrumental Saviour; 
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tho the Scriptures ſay there is but one (in the moſt 
emphatical Senſe) who is Saviour. Juſt as in St. 


John, there is the God (in the moſt eminent ſenſe) 


and a God with him; tho ſtill there is but one God 
in the high ſenſe of that Character, according to the 
Scriptures. 
So again, we read there is but one Lord: Hear, O 
| Iſrael, the Lord thy God is one Lord; Mark 12. 29. 
which is the ſame as to ſay, there was but one Lord, 


as well as but one God, as the Scribe's Anſwer ſnews, 
ver. 32, And yet we find another Lord, ver. 36. The 


Lord ſaid to my Lord, 0 Kbẽ,W To) Kvelo. So again, 


if it be ſaid, there is but one only who Knows the 
Hearts of Men, the Doctor can eaſily reconcile this 


with the Man Chriſt Jeſus's, nay, with the Apoſtles 


knowing the Hearts of others; tho not as God 
knows 'em, of himſelf, but as knowing 'em by the 


| Spirit's aſſiſtance. Again, God alone doth wonders ; 
Pſal. 136. 4. and yet the Apoſtles did great wonders 

alſo, but by God's Power. Twenty Inſtances, I 
ſuppoſe, might be produced, of Characters appro- 


priate, in ſome ſenſe, to the ſupreme God, which 


yet are (without any expreſs Marks of Diſtinction, 


but what the Nature of the Subjects plainly ſuggeſt _ 


tous) attributed to inferior Beings. God only is holy; 


Rev. 15. 4. he only is wiſe, &c. But theſe give no dif- 
ficulty to a candid Mind, tho others be ſaid to be holy 
and wiſe too, in an inferiour ſenſe, And therefore 
if St. Jobn ſhould have ſtiled the Word a God, in a 


ſubordinate Notion; and did think, by ſaying he 


Was 
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Was with the God, he had ſufficiently diſtinguiſhed him 
from the one ſupreme God : eſpecially telling us, that 
the Word was Fleſh, &c. I ſee not how the Doctor, 
with his uſual Candour about him, can be offended, 
or any way perplexed, to reconcile this with the 
Scripture-Teſtimonies of one God only. He need 
not give up the reſt of the Scriptures, nor yet reject St. 
John's Goſpel. He needs only part with his own harſh, 
unnatural Interpretation of the firſt Verſe of it, and 
then all will be eaſy : for I don't find any other Text 
would give him much trouble. And this Method 
is no more than, in other caſes, he would and does 
frankly uſe: ſo that I can't but think he might have 
given up this Text, as well as others, if he had any 
other in reſerve, by which to ſupport his Hypo- 
theſis, or to give any graceful Appearance of ha- 
ving maintain'd the current Orthodox Doctrine. 
To conclude this Argument, I would only know | 
of the Doctor, who counts it impoſſible to reconcile 
the One Self-exiſtent God, with giving the Character 
of God to any who is not that ſame Self-exiſtent 
God, what he thinks of his ſo oft-approv'd Nicene 
Creed, which he imagines may be proved by Scripture z 
when having firſt ſtiled the Father, the One God, 
It calls the Son, God of God? Does he really think, 
(be who juſtly trembles at the Guilt of Colluſion, in ſub- 


ſſcribing or uſing ſuch Forms, as thwart the Senſe of a 


Man's own Mind) that it means the Self-exiſtent 
God, Cz the Self-exiſtent God, begotten before all 
Worlds, 
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Worlds, of the Father? Does he throughly receive 


and believe this? Or does it not mean a derivative, 
ſubordinate God, of a ſelf-exiſtent God ? 


Seconaly, His other Text, now to be conſider'd, 


is, Heb. 1. 10. And thou Lord, in the beginning haſt 


laid the Foundation of the Earth, and the Heavens are 
the Work of thy hands: They ſhall periſh, but thou 
ſhalt endure—-—They ſhall be changed, but thou art 
the ſame, and thy Years fail not. 

The Doctor tells us, the Author of this Epiſtle 


aſſures us, that this Paſſage is meant of the Son, 


viz. our Lord Jeſus Chriſt, pag. 192. and that the 


| 1024 Pſalm, whence tis cited, is addreſſed to Jehovah, 


or the ſelf-exiſtent God: and thence it follows, 


that the Son is that Jehovah, the ſelf-exiſtent God. 
1 ſhall wave what he ſays of Fehovah's being the in- 


communicable Name of God, (which I think he has 
not proved, but rather the contrary) becauſe I 


rely not on that Anſwer. Only I cannot but ob- 


ſerve, pag. 193, that having, as he thought, got 


another and ſurer Argument, by proving Jeſus 
Chriſt to be Jehovah, he now begins to give up what 
he had argued from St. John, by ſaying, Whatever 
Latitude may be allom'd to 0895, God, in St. John; yet 
Fehovah is. appropriate to the one God, in contra- 


diction to all other St. So that it ſeems the Word 


| Gold, in St. Fohn, may, after all, be allow'd a La- 
titude; and others may have that Character, be- 


ſide 


* 
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de the one ſelf-exiſtent God; and conſequently the 
Word being ſtiled God, might yet not be the ſelf- 


exiſtent God. And why then did he ſtand fo ſtifly 


to it before? But perhaps he did not then ſee, he 
had this other Argument for a Reſerve. But to his 
preſent Argument, I reply: 


1. That every Accommodation of a Text to any 


| Perſon, is no ſufficient Evidence that 'tis the 
ſame Perſon, of whom it was originally ſpoken. 


For inſtance, St. Matthew, chap. 2, 15. ſays, it was 
fulfilPd, in Jeſus Chriſt, what the Lord bad ſpoken by 


. the Prophet, ſaying, Out of Egypt have I called my 
Son. Now where will the Doctor find theſe words, 
but in Hof. 11. 1 ? where, 'tis plain, they were ſpo- 


ken of the People of 1/-ael : When Iſrael was a Child, 
then I loved him, and called my Son out of Egypt. 
Were the People of J/rael and Jeſus Chriſt therefore 

one and the ſame, becauſe, for the Likeneſs of the 
Caſe, what was ſaid of one is apply'd to the other? 


No ſurely! And therefore if the Author of the 
Epiſtle to the Hebrems, who had ſaid, ver. 1. that 
God made the Worlds by, or through, bis Son; did, 
from this, think he might accommodate to the In- 


ſtrument, what had been ſaid of the Principal, 
working by him: is this more ſtrange or unſutable, 


than the foregoing Application was ? 
2, It doth not appear to me, that the Author 


of the Epiſtle aſſures us, theſe Words are ſpoken 
of the Son: For obſerve how he brings em in, 


ver. Hs 9, 10, Unto the Son he ſaith, Thy Throne, O 
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40 A Examination of | 
God, is for ever and ever.——Thou haſt loved Righs 
teouſneſe, and hated Iniquity ; therefore God, even thy 
God, hath anointed thee with the Oil of Gladneſs above 
thy Fellows. And thou, Lord, haſt laid the Foundation 
of the Earth, and the Heavens are the Work of thy 
bands : they ſhall periſh, but thou remaineſt; they ſhall 
be changed, but thou art the ſame, thy Years ſhall not 


Jail. 


Here we may obſerve, that the renth Verſe, And 


thou Lord, &c. (tho 'tis a new Citation) is not pre- | 
faced with, Ard, to the Son he ſaith, as ver. 8. or with 


an again, as ver. 5,6. and ſo Chap. 2. 13. but barely, 
And thou Lord. Now the God laſt mention'd was 
Chriſt's God, who had anointed him ; and the Author 
thereupon breaks out into the Celebration of this 
God's Power, and eſpecially his unchangeable Du- 


ration: which he dwells upon, as what he princt- 


pally cites the Text for ; in order, I conceive, to 
prove the Stability of the Son's Kingdom, before 
ſpoken of: Thy Throne, O God, is for ever and ever; 
God thy God has anointed thee; and thou Lord; i. e. 


thou who haſt promis'd him ſuch a Throne, art he 
who laid the Foundation of the Earth, and made the 


Heavens, which tho of long and permanent Du- 


ration, yet will periſh; but thou remaine#t, thou art 
the ſame, thy Years ſhall not fail. So that it ſeems to 
be a Declaration of God's Immutability made here, 
to aſcertain the Durableneſs of Chriſt's Kingdom, 
before mention'd: and the rather ſo, becauſe this 
Paſſage had been uſed originally for the ſame pur- 


poſe 1 
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poſe i in the 102d Pſalm, viz. to infer thence this 
Concluſion, ver. ult. The Children of thy Servants 
ſhall continue, and their Seed be eſtabliſhed before thee: 
In like manner it here proves the Son's Throne 
ſhould be eſtabliſh'd for ever and ever, by the ſame 
Argument, viz. by God's Immutability; and ſo 
was very pertinently alledg'd of God, without be- 
ing apply'd to the Son; to ſhew how able his God, 
who had anointed him, was, to make good and 
maintain what he had granted him, viz. a durable | 
Kingdom for ever. 
And it gives ſome farther ſtrength to this Inter- 
pretation, that the Creation of the World is never 
once, that I remember, aſcribed immediately to 
our Bleſſed Lord Feſus Chri#t, in ſuch Terms; but 
conſtantly tis ſaid that all things were made through 
him, ci S, John 1. 3. 1 Cor. 9.6, Eph. 3. 9. Col. 1. 
16. Heb. 1. 1. And if *tis never ſaid elſewhere in 
Scripture, that he created all things, *tis not very 
likely it ſhould be ſaid of him by the PſalmiSt, or 
the Author of this Epiſtle, ſince there is not full 


Exidence of it. 5 
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DORA SSWS: COLD 


„ N PPENDIS, 1 ſome 


Conſi iderations on what the Doctor ſays 


e the 1955 Ghoſt. 


. rar relates to the Holy Ghost, the 
ef 


Aw Doctor ſays, be hopes to bring to a more 


3 : peedy Iſue. And I think he has done 


e so indeed: for he has roundly given 


: up his Perſonality, and conſequently ended the Diſ- 


pute with thoſe Socinians, who account the Holy = 
Spirit to be only the Divine Virtue and Energy > | 


and who will never deny the Divinity of the Power 
or Attributes of the Almighty Father: and ſo he 
has done the Work with great expedition. Indeed 


having formerly confuted the Eternal Proceſſion, which, 
. Jays he, ſome of the Antients in the fourth Century hur- 


ried on by Zeal for a Fundamental, ſo as not duly to 


weigh their Arguments, thought to be a Demonſtration 


of the Divinity of the Holy Ghoit ; but they took 4 


wrong (tho I think 'tis the only one pretended) Text 
to make it out by: Annot. on the Com. Prayer, p. 3906 


he had now ſo much the leſs to do. 


The 
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Dr. BENNETs New Theory. 43 
The reaſon why I ſay he has given up the Perſo- 
nality of the Holy Spirit, (tho he ſometimes calls 
him a Perſon (till) is, that he has yielded ap either 
the only Argument for it, or at leaſt that grand 
Argument, in the Overthrow of which, all the reſt 

muſt ſink: and that is, from Chriſt's Promiſe of 

the Comforter, viz. the Holy Ghost, John 16. where 
the Spirit is ſet forth under-ſo many perſonal Notes 
and Characters; He ſhall come, He ſhall guide, &c. 
eſ pecially ver. 13. eneyes, T0 Wye UAG, He, the Spirit, | 
Cc. that it has been, I think, the only difficulty 
that has given the Socinians any great trouble 
ſmoothly to remove. They have pleaded it was a 
ſtrong Figure, and the Doctor ſays it is ſo; and re- 
preſents it as an Allegory. and Metaphor, p. 204. and 
a Chain of Metaphors, by which we are to underſtand 


no more, than that God or C ri fl beſtows the Gifts of the 


Spirit; and likens it to that admirable Profupopwin, 
Prov. 8. 22— 31. So that a Power, or Operation, 
is ſet out under the elegant Fiction of a Perſon, tho 
it be none in reality. 
| I do not ſay, but the Doctor and the Socinians have 

| very much to alledge in the Caſe; nor do I blame 
him for complying with juſt Evidence, wherever he 
thinks he ſees it: but then, I think, he can never 
retrieve the Perſonality of the Spirir, by any ſtronger 
Argument from the Holy Scriptures. He may, 
indeed, offer ſomething for the Deiry of the Holy 
Spirit, if no diſtin Perſon from the Father; yea, 
he may do it with Conſeiut of alt ſides. And all his 

98 2 Argus 
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Arguments to prove the Holy Ghoſt very Cod, ſhall 
be granted him by the Unitarians of all ſorts, while 
he grants them their Arguments, to prove the Holy 
Spirit is no more but a metaphorical Perſon. 

Not that I think the Doctor was overſeen, or un- 
awares was too eaſy in this matter; no, all things 
conſider'd, he has been wary and ſubtle enough. 
He had one to oppoſe, who is generally look'd on 
as Arianizing in this point, pleading for the real 
Perſonality of the Spirit, from our Lord's Deſcrip- 
tion of him, as a ſubordinate Meſſenger and Mi- 
niſter; and I judge, he ſaw well enough, that if | 
that Deſcription was to be literally taken, as of a 
real Perſon, it would prove him one inferior to 
God and Chriſt ; and there would be no defending 
his ſupreme Deity : and therefore he calls it a very 
difficult Paſſage, P. 205. Hereupon he takes ſhelter 
under the Socinians againſt the Arians, and hopes he 
may defend the Deity of the Holy Spirit, whatever 
becomes of his true diſtin& Perſonality. For grant- 
ing the Spirit to be a Perſon, there was no pretence 
for an Allegory. : 
Nor do I find any Argument to prove it ſuch, 

or that the Spirit was not literally ſeat as a Meſſen- 
ger: however it be, I can't but obſerve how graceful- 
ly the Doctor ſets the matter off; leſt any ſhould think 
it a diſappointment, to find the Promiſe of the Com- 
forter ſo interpreted, he ſpares no Encomium upon it; 
he tells us of Figures, Allegory, Metaphors, Pro- 
ſepopœia; but then they are not ordinary ones: 
bey 
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they are Vigures, but they are F 1 Figures; tis an 


Allegory, but tis a noble Alegory; tis a Proſopopeiay 


but *tis an admirable one. 


And thus indeed he may very well prove the 


Deity of the Spirit: for take away his proper diſ- 
tin& Perſonality, and who will deny the Divinity 
of God's Power, or Operations, as connoting in 


them their Agent? But this is ſp far from being a 


peculiar Chriſtian Doctrine, that I ſuppoſe no Turk, - 
Few, or Pagan, doubts ſuch Figurative, Metaphori- 
cal, Proſopopœia- Perſons, (in the Deity) of Attri- 

butes, Operations, Modes, Properties, or any ſuch 


Sabellian Diſguiſes. And indeed when the Doctor 
is got out of his Metaphors, and ſpeaks directly of 


the Spirit's Perſonality; I think, it amounts to no 
more: of which hereafter. And this will anſwer 


all his Arguings for the Holy Spirit's being the very 


be not, in God, ſomething that is call'd Spirit; or 
whether the Spirit, in Scripture, does not ſome- 


times imply what is God: for if God be eſſentially 4 
Spirit, then, no doubt, this Spirit is God. And 
this is ſaid of the Father, and ſo carries no perſo- 

nal Diſtinction in it: John 4. 24. God is Spirit 


So Pſal. 139. 7, Whither ſhall 1 go from thy Spirit? 


Nay ſince (what none can deny) the Doctor o-] ns, 
in agreement with Dr. Clark, p. 245. that the Holy 
Spirit, in Scripture, ſometimes ſignifies the mere 
Power of God, there needs be no diſpute neither, 

Whether 


The Queſtion in diſpute, is not, Whether there 
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whether this be not God, and have not all the = 


communicable Characters of the Almighty. - But 


the Queſtion is, whether, beſides this allow'd No- 


tion of the Holy Spirit, there be not, by our Sa- 
viour, mention made, John 16. of an Holy Spirit, 
who is a diſtinct Perſon from the Father (who is a 

Spirit) in a proper ſenſe; or at leaſt who is more pro- 
perly a Perſon; than the mere Power and Energy 


of the Almighty is? The Doctor has not ſhown 


there is any ſuch Holy Spirit at all, and the Arians 


ſay there is, and that he is inferior to God; and 
may well complain that their Oppoſers, when they 
would prove the Holy Spirit to be the one God, 
only bring their Proofs in relation to the former No- 
tion of the Spirit, or the divine Power and Ener- 
gy, (which is not deny'd) but none that proves the 
Deity of any other Holy Spirit, viz. 4 Per fon. 


And this is manifeſt in the Doctor's rwo Texts, on 


which he relies, for evidence of the ow Spare 3 


1 Deity. | 


His Argument, from Luke 1. 32, 35. IS, viz. That ; 


ſince Jeſus Chriſt is therefore the Son of the moſt bigh 
God, becauſe the Holy Ghoſt begat him, it follows, the 
Holy Ghoſt muſt be that very Ged, elſe the moſt; 
High God was not his immediate Father; pag. 200, 
But tis plain, by the Holy Ghoſt there, is meant the 
Power of God, and 'tis ſo explain'd ; The Holy Ghoſt 
Hall come upon thee, and (or even) the Power of the 


Higheſt overſhadow thee. Strange! that one, whe. 


_—_ the Holy Spirit, in Scripture, ſometimes ſig- 
nifies 
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_ nifies the mere Power of God, ſhould pretend any 
other Senſe here, where ? tis fo expreſs'd.; and then 
ſure enough the Power of God will not be another 
Bring, from him. But what is this to the Holy Spi- 
it, about which the Controverſy lies; and which 
is a diſtinct perſon? This is the unjuſt way of, al- 
moſt all, the Writers for the Deity of the Holy 
Ghoſt; tho, they grant it has different Accepta- 
tions, both for the Power of God, and alſo for a 
Perſon, yet they never diſtinguiſh in their Argu- 
ments, but confound both together; and becauſe 
the Divine Power, or Holy Spirit, has ſupreme Cha- 
racters, therefore the Holy Spirit, Chriſt's prime Mi- 
niſter (as the Doctor calls him, pag. 209.) muſt have 
eem alſo: as if both were one and the ſame. But 
by diſtinguiſhing 'em, their Arguments are eaſily an- 
ſwer'd ; who, of one Holy Spirit, prove the Perſo- 
nality, wiz. that in John 16. and of the Spirit in 
the other Senſe, viz, the divine active Virtue, prove 
the Deity, apd then put both together into one: 
whereas they ſhould prove the perſonal Holy Spirit to 
be God, or that the ſame Spirit which is proved to be 
a diſtin& Perſon is ſo ; elſe they argue not ad idem, 
in the Deity, and in the Perſonality ; 3 nor at all a- 
gainſt the Unitarians. 
His other and main Argument is 1 1 cor. 2. 
10, 11. The Spirit ſearcheth the deep things of God : 
For what Man knoweth the things of Man, ſave the, N 
Spirit of Man, which is in him ? Even ſo the things of 
| God, knoweth none but the Spirit of G0. Hence the 


Doctor 
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Doctor infers, pag. 199. that the Spirit of God is 
as much that God, whoſe Spirit he is, as the Spirit 
of a Man is that Man in whom it is; and that the 
Spirit of God is as much God himſelf, as the Spirit 
of a Man is the Man himſelf, and not a diſtin& 
. e 
But, whatever be the Meaning of theſe Expreſ- 
ſions, what does this avail towards proving the 
Deity of that Spirit, who is a diſtinct Perſon, in God? 
For it may as well be argu'd hence, that as the Spirit 
of a Man is the ſame Perſon, and not diſtinct from 
the Man, ſo the Spirit of God is the ſame Perſon 
with God, and not a diſtinct Per ſon from that God 
whoſe he is: For the Spirit of a Man (to which the 
; Spirit of God is liken'd) is as much the ſame Per- 
ſon with the Man, as*tis the ſame Being; and per- 
haps ſomething more ſo: becauſe in the Man, there 
is another differeat Being beſides his Spirit, but not 
another Perſon. So that it may be as well pretended 
that the Spirit of Man is a different Perſon from the 
Man himſelf, as (and in the ſame ſenſe too) that 
the Spirit of God is a different Perſon from God. 
And yet this, I think, is all he pretends to prove the 
| perſonal Diſtinction from, pag. 216. viz- Becauſe tis 
called the Spirit of God ; and this, it ſeems, as the 
Soul is the Spirit of Man, which yet is without being 
a diſtinct Perſon. So that whether by the Spirit of 
God, in this Text, St. Paul meant, only God, who 
is eſſentially a Spirit, as the rational Soul is a Spi- 
rit; or the divine Virtue, and Inſpiration of God; 
| neither 
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neither of theſe is the Perſon of the Holy Ghoſt, 


which the Inquiry is of, or whoſe Deity is deny'd. 


And this is evident, according to the Doctor's 


(at leaſt the common) Principles, that it is not 
their one diſtinct, and third Perſon in the Godhead, 
that is intended by the Holy Spirit in this Text; 
becauſe *tis ſaid, None (Sols) knows t he things of 
God, ſave the Spirit of God: which, if appropriated 
to the third Perſon, would axchade the Word, nay, 
and the firſt Perſon too, from this Knowledge; and 


ſo in proving the Deity of the Holy Ghoſt, would 
deſtroy that of the Word. 


Indeed I think it moſt likely, that the Apoſtle, by 


the Spirit, here, intends the divine Aﬀftatus, or In- 
ſpiration; becauſe d ver. 12. he calls it T0 v ,˖i TA 
in Tv. ts, the Spirit which comes forth, or out 
from God and is oppoſed to the Spirit of the 
World, 1. e. the Genius, the Diſpoſiti tions, or Dictates 
and Wiſdom of the World. So the Doctor expreſly 
tells us, This Expreſſion Td «4 TS Ot, relates to the Ale- 
gory of bis Miſſi on, p. 210. 1 gniſying the Gifts of the 
Spirit, and not the Being from whom they How; as he 
ſays a little after of the Holy Ghoſt, So that tbere 
is no reaſon to ſtretch a Similitude, for illuſtration, 
to its utmoſt length, when it no way appears that 
the Apoſtle intended to ſhew more than this, vi. 
how the immediate Inſpiration of God was the only 
effectual way of coming to the right knowledge of 
divine Myſteries. For he does not ſay that becauſe 
the Spirit of God is one with God, in the e ſame 
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manner, that the Spirit of a Man is one with the 
Man himſelf, therefore it knows the things of God; 
but only, 4 the Spirit of a Man knows the things 
of a Man, ſ the Spirit of God knows the things of 
God, 5. e. as certainly and perfectly knows them, or 
rather makes them known: becauſe the Apoſtle uſes 
the Word ſo, ver. 2. I deſire to know, i. e. (by an uſual 
| Hebraiſm) to make known, nothing among you, 
fave Chriſt, and him crucifyd; and the Context re- 
quires, or well fits it. And then, if the Doctor 
can ſpare us his noble Alegory, or one Link of his 
long Chain of Metaphors only, by a very eaſy and 
uſual Proſopopœia, to ſpeak of the divine Inſpiration, 
after the manner of a Perſon, the Apoſtle's Words 
(which are to prove, that God chad revealed Myſte- 
ries to them) are thus; For the divine Inſpiration 
diſcovers the ſecret things of God for as no Man can 
make known the things of a Man, 1, e. what his own 
Thoughts, and Purpoſes, and Inclinations are—ex*= 
cept the Man himſelf diſcovers 'em ; | ſo none but the In- 
ſpiration of. God hath made known the Purpoſes and 
Hind of God. Now we have receiv'd, not the ſubtle 
Learning and Wiſdom of the World, but this Inſpira- 
tion of God, that we may make known to Men what we 
have freely received of God; which things accordingly 
we ſpeak, &c. So that here is nothing of Difficulty, ' 
nor of the Controverſy in hand, unleſs it be to ſhew, 
againſt Dr. Clark, and others, that there is no real 
Perſon meant by the Holy Spirit in Scripture, on- 
ly the divine Power and Inſpiration, which is what 
moſt Sociniars agree to. . 
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CHAP. IV. 


1 Come in the laſt place to make ſome general Obſer_ 


| vations on the Doctor's nem Theory of the Trinity in 
Dnity; and to ſhew ſome of the great Abſurdities 
and Inconſiſtencies therein, as they appear to me. 


But I would firſt take notice that he agrees entirely 
with Dr. Clark, with Arians and Socinians, againſt 


the Athanaſians and Trinitarians, in the Scripture= 
Notion of the divine Father, viz. that he is but 


one Perſon in the common ſenſe, pag. 231. and that 


there is no Almighty God, or Perſon, but he; and 


that there is no Almighty Eternal Perſon intended 
by the Character of Son of God there; but that 
the Son is a pre-exiſtent, inferiour Mind, united to a 
Body by the Holy Ghoſt 3 and that the Holy Spirit 
ſometimes ſignifies the Power and Operation of Gd 
the Father, pag. 245. And it happens that the 
' Doftor has, pag. 202. given the ſame lnterpreta- 
tion of the Baptiſmal Form, Mar. 28, 19. as Dr. 


. Clark had in his Paraphraſe. 


Indeed he makes the Sen and Spirit of lower Con- 


| ſideration, than Dr. Clark does; not thinking alto- 
gether ſo highly of the inferior pre- exiſtent ra- 
tional Nature of Chriſt, nor ſo much maintaining 

the proper Perſonality of the Holy Spirit, as he. 
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To make amends for theſe, he has ſtarted another 
Trinity in the Scripture- Father (the firſt Perſon in the 
Baptiſmal Form and Creed.) The firſt, he ſays, is 
nameleſs, the others are the Word and Spirit ; all 
three in the Father of the Man Chriſt Jeſus, his only 
begotten Son, pag. 237. So that here is a Trinity 
of Fathers, Who all have that common Name, and 
who all begat the Son of God, which he expreſly 
ſays of the Spirit, pag. 202. and does not ſay the 
Word was quieſcent in this matter. Now as Dr. 
Clark has not affirmed, or deny'd any thing, about 
ſuch a Trinity in the Scripture- Father, as not to the 
- Purpoſe of Religion, and which in ſome ſenſe may 
be in every intelligent Mind; and for which there is 
no juſt pretence-from Scripture ; unleſs it be taken 
from the Attributes, and Operations of God the 
Father: ſo I can't but judg the Doctor's new Scheme 
as very abſurd, for theſe reaſons. 
_ Firſt, His Notion of Perſons in the Godhead | a- 
mounts to no more than Attributes, or Operations, ; 
allow'd by all ſorts of. Unitarians. His Notion is 
laid down, 54g. 218. where be ſays (of the three 


Perſons) What is meant is pretty generally agreed, vis: 
that the Father, Word, and Spirit, tho they are really 


diſtinit, ſo that one is not the other, yet are not ſepa- 
rate Beings, but ene and the ſame Being, which is the 
Self-exiſtemt God, This is what he ſo oft refers us 
to, as his Senſe of the Term Perſons, pag. 245. 
Some things truly diſtiuguiſn'd, in the ſame Being, is 
his Notion of Perſons, Now cannot any one ſay as 
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much as this of the divine Attributes, of Wiſdom, 
Power, Goodneſs, Truth, Holineſs ? Are not theſe 


truly diſtinguiſh'd, and yet not ſeparate Beings ? 


And indeed he ſeems not to pretend to any higher 


Diſtinction than that of the Faculties or Operations 


of every Mind, by what he ſays, pag. 241. J do not 
affirm, that the Word is the internal Reaſon or Wiſdom 


of God, an Attribute or Power of him; becauſe the 
Scriptures have not declared any ſuch thing : (as if this 


ſhould not alſo have kept him from calling this Word 


a Perſon.) So that he pretends not to have any 
thing from Scripture or Reaſon, againſt the Word's 


being an Attribute of God ; only he had not enough 
to warrant his aſlefting it. But yet it may be ſo, for 


any thing he intends to ſay to the contrary. And 


for what does he then pretend to write for the Holy 


Trinity, or againſt Dr. Clark? Who is his Adverſary ? 
Who denies a Trinity 1a the Almighty God, which 

he finds in himſelf ? viz. of Operations, FOwers, (rs 

tho all may not agree what Names to give*em. 


But then he can't tell how to make this conſiſ- 7 
tent with the Incarnation of the Word only. *Tis hard 
to pretend an Operation or Faculty of the Soul 


ſhould be made Fleſh, and not the Soul it ſelf; and 


If ſo, then all the Powers of it are incarnate together. 


And if the divine Nature was incarnate, then all the 


Attributes are included in it, and ſo all three Per- 


ſons become incarnate, which confounds the whole 


Scheme: And for this reaſon, a Scholaſtick Trinity, 


of Modes and Attributes, has juſtly been rejected 
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with great contempt, as trifling with ſacred Mat- 


ters; aud argniue indeed againſt no body. 
The Doctor's Explicatioa of this Matter by a 


Triangle, pag. 220. touching a Point at one Angle on- 


ly, ſhews how neceſlary a real Diſtinction of Beings 
is, to make out the Incarnation of one of the Per- 
ſons only; for ualeſs he ſuppoſes the three Perſons 
are as much three as the three Angles of the Tri- 


angle, which are diſtin& Parts, and make up one 
compound, *tis not to his purpoſe. And truly he 


ſeems to me, at other times, to ſuppoſe that the 
three Perſons are three diſtinèt Beings; and that, by 


one ſelf-exiſtent God, he means one, conſiſting of 
the three Beings. I know very well, he ſpeaks of 


God's ſimple uncompounded Being, pag. 218, 219, 220. 


but then 'tis only by way of ſuppoſition, as what 


may be, And what he means by God's Simplicity, 
he lets us know, by ſaying, Ir only excludes a Compce 


ſition of ſeparable Parts. So that diſtin& Beings, or 
three infinite Minds inſeparably united, may conſiſt 


with his Notion of the divine Simplicity and Uni- 


ty; which he farther ſhews, by reſembling the U- 
nion of the three Perſons into one God, by the U- 
nion of the two Beings, Soul and Body, into ore 
Man; whom he calls one and the ſame Being, which 


they are neceſſarily conſtitutive of, (and therefore are 

inſeparable Parts, I think of a Man, in his ſenſe.) 
Now if Soul and Body, two moſt diſtin& Beings, 

and of different kinds, may be one and the ſame 


Being, in the Doctor's account, 1 ſee not but the 
Father, 
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Father, Word and Spirit may be three diſtinct Beings, 


or Minds, and yet make flill but one Being, in his 
ſenſe. I do by no means, lays he, pag. 218, 19. ſay 
the Father, Word, and Spirit are diſſcrent Subſt ances, as 


the Soul and Body n Man are, the one material, and the 


other immaterial : i. e. he is only againſt the three 


divine Perſons being of divers kinds, but ſays no- 

thing againſt their being diſtinct individual Beings 
of the Lame kind 3 but. concludes, I the Union of 

diſtinct Subſtances may conſtitute one and the ſame Being, 


Man; then the Father, Word, and Spirit may conſtitute 
one and the ſame uncompounded Being, God, He can- 


not well mean, by uncompounded, any thing, but 


not conſiſting of different ſorts of Beings, as Soul and 


Body are; becauſe if he intends by uncompounded, 
not conſtituted of three diſtin& Beings at all, his 


Inference would be ridiculous: viz. if the THIN of 
Soul and Body, which are two Subſtances, can yet 
conſtitute one compounded Being, then ſurely theſe 


three, Father, Word, and Spirit (who are not 
two Subſtances) may conſtitute one uncompounded 


Being; ſince they then not only may, but muſt neceſ- 


ſarily be one Being: and there could be no need to 


prove that what is not zo, may be but ove. Indeed 


he ſays he W ill affirm nothing of their joint Subſtance, 
i. e. I ſuppoſe, whether it be conſtituted of diſtinct 


| Subſtances join'd together, or not: but then he can- 
not affirm they conſtitute one uncompounded Being, 


if it may be conſtituted of three united Beings; 
unleſs by uncompounded Beings, he means one un- 
com pounded 8 
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compounded of ſeveral ſorts of Beings, in .which 
ſenſe only he allows the great God to be a ſimple Be- 
ing and uncompounded. Nor would it at all follow, 


that becauſe two different Subſtances may be. one 


compounded Being, therefore three diſtin& 'Sub.. 
ſtances, not different, may be one wncompounded Be- 
ing; unleſs it means e N of aner 


: Torts, 


I am ſenſible *tis Folly and Raſnneſs to talk ſo 


freely of the Subſtance of the great God, and the 
"Conſtitution of his Being; for we know not what 
we talk about, and do but darken Counſel by Words 
wit hout ene but that the Doctor's Reaſonings 


upon it have led me to take ſome notice thereof: 


and indeed they who are ſo poſitive as to declare it 
for an Article of Faith, That the one God, and his 
Son are conſubſtantial (as the Doctor in his Preface 
does, calling it that Great Truth) ſhou'd, I think, 
know well what it means, when they are ſo very 
ſure of it. The like I may ſay, as te the Meaning of 
the Word Perſons in the Godhead, which being not 
the Scripture-Language, but of Mens own introdu- 
ing and deviſing z I may juſtly demand, what their 
Meaning by it is. And they are juſtly to be cen- 
- fared, when they voluntarily introduce, or chuſe 


and juſtify Terms of Art in great Articles, and 


then cannot tell what they mean by their own In- 
ventions, but ſometimes *tis one thing, and ſome- 
times another; thinking to get off by ſaying, Let 
_ theſe Ti erms be 7905 till better be ſubſtirured in their 


room, 
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room, pag. 218. as if it were better to talk at ran- 
dom, and ſo perhaps fooliſhly and inconſiſtently of 
the Almighty, than to hold our peace in humble and 
reverent Silence. And therefore the Doctor's de- 
5 fective, inſignificant, and uncertain Account of his 
| Meaning by the Term Perſons, is one juſt Objection 
againſt his Book; as leaving the main Point in ut- 
moſt Confuſion ind Obſcurity, which it pretends to 
explain and prove. 
Secondly, 1 find that inſtead of a Trinity, which 
) he pretends to prove in his way, he has found out 
but two Perſons in the very God; and having loſt 
n the firft Perſon, his Trinity is loſt too, He all a_ 
long ſuppoſes the Term Father to be no particular 
S Name of one of the Perſons in the ſacred Scriptures, 
: but that it denotes the ſelf-exiſtent one God, in 
t i 
$ 
e 


which his three perſons are to be found; hecauſe he 
is ſenſible there is no ſupreme ſelf-exiſtenr God, but 
he whom the Scriptures ſtile the Father, and the God 


„ and Father of our Lord Jeſus Chriſt : and tells us 

y oft, that he is never called the Father of the Word, 
fp. 237.) Hereupon he racks his Thoughts to find out 
t a Trinity here: but tho he finds a Word and Spirit to 
- | fay ſomething of, he cannot find a fir# Perſon men- 

ir tion'd; for he ſays, p.217. That he is never by any par- 


1- | ticular Name diſtinguiſhed in Scripture from the Word 
ſe Y and Spirit. Where then muſt he find this other diſ- 


d Þ tin& Perſon, whom the Scriptures have not once 
1- | vouchſafed to name; as if only the firf Perſon was 
e- of no concern to Men? Why truly he will gather 
et | it by Implication; and how does he make it out? 
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All his Evidence is, that in Scripture the ſelf- exiſ- 
tent God is plainly diſtinguiſh'd from the Word and Spi- 
rit, in that the Word is called the Word of God, and 
the Spirit the Spirit of God; and conſequently they are 
diſtinguiſh'd from God, whoſe they are; p. 216. 

Now one would be apt to think by this, that the 
Word and Spirit ſhould not be that ſelf-exiſtent God 
from whom they are ſo -plazaly diſtinguiſhed, as he 
very truly affirms: And indeed at another time the 
Doctor thinks the Subſtance of the ſelf-exiſtent Be- 
ing will admit only of ſome Diſt inction 5» it ſelf, but 
not from it ſelf, p. 221. which is more cautious than 
the other. But then to make out three Perſons diſ- 
tint from each other, it was neceſſary to ſay the 


Mord and Spirit are diſtinguiſh'd from God, becauſe 


the Doctor could find nothing to diſtinguiſh *em | 
from, but the ſelf-exiſtent God; and yet they muſt 
be the fanÞ with what they are plainly diſtinguiſh'd | 


from. So that now the Word and Spirit are to be 


diſtinguiſhed from what Dr. Clark accounts the firſt 


Perſon, or intelligent Being, the very God, which 


yet he denies elſewhere: p. 235. 

But ' tis a moſt weak Pretence the Doctor offers for 
proof of ſome other third Perſon's being imply'd in 
the Word God (ſuppoſing the Word and Spirit to be 


not diſtinc Beings, but this God, as he does ſuppoſe) 


for there is then no need at all of a third Perſon, to 


juſtify the Expreſſions; the Word and Spirit of God, | 
by his own Principles, (except that he needs to find 


out a third ſomewhere, to make out his Trinity) 
becauſe theſe two alone, vix. Mord and Spirit, will 


ſuffice - 
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Tuſfice to ſolve all: for if the Word be God;-and the 
Spirit be God, the very God; then the Expreſſion 
the Word of God, may mean the Word of God the 
Spirit; and the Spirit of God, may mean the Spirit 
of God the Word; and the Word with God, may be with 
God the Spirit : what needs he invent a third? Let 
two ſuffice, ſince he owns he cannot find any more 
mention'd in Scripture z only let him not call them 
a Trinity of two; for that is all he can pretend to, 
in this way of proving it. 

And yet 'tis on this mighty pillar alone that the 
Doctor builds his Proof of the Trinity; and of all 
"he ſays ia juſtification of the eternal Generation, 
and his calling the Word the eternal Son of God, 
without any Precedent in Scripture for ſuch an 
Attempt. In a word, all he can ſay, in juſtifica- 
tion of the Church's Litany, Creeds and Offices, in 
the uſe of theſe unſcriptural Terms, according to 
his Principles, relies upon this poor Quibble, which 
1amaſtoniſhed ſhould ſee the Light from any Man 
of his Thought and Learning. 
For to argue from the Ex preſſions, the Mord of 
God, and Spirit of God (whom he takes to be that 


8 ſame God) that there muſt be a third Perſon meant 


by God, whoſe they are; is juſt as if he had argued, 
that becauſe we read of the Soul of a Man, and the 
Body of a Man, therefore there muſt be a third 
thing in Mar diſtinc from both, whoſe they are, 
tho it have only the common Name of Man; when 
indeed there is no more in Man but thoſe two : even 
fo, tho there were no more in God than the Word 
. I 2 and 
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and Spirit, (and he ſays no more is named in Scrip- 
ture) it might be truly ſaid, the Word of God, and 
Spirit of God: ſo that this Joes not prove another, 
or third Perſon, which the Doctor ſtill wants. 
Thirdly, | obſerve, that as he has loſt the firſt 


Perſon, ſo even of theſe his remaining two Perſons, 


he has confounded the Characters, and has left no 
diſtinction between 'em: For in ſtraining to make 


the Word in the divine Nature, a Son, (I ſuppoſe to 


accommodate it to the Offices of the Church, tho 


he grants, p. 162. *tis not according to the Sacred 


Text) he has overdone it, and made them both 


Sons, Since the Patrons of the common Opinions ; 


run wholly upon the Characters of Father and Son, 


in the Trinity they worſhip as the ſupreme God, it 
was needfal for him to make ſome pretence for 
applying theſe Characters, which belong to Chriſt's. 


human, to the divine Nature; and for that end to 
make out the Relations of Father and Son, within 


| the one ſelf-exiſtent God, that as Son he may be 
eſteem'd one of the divine Perſons, and worthy of 


the ſupreme Adoration, given him under that Cha- 


; racter, and not that of the Word. 


This was indeed an hard Task! ſince he grants, the 
Scriptures know no Father but the one God; nor Son of 


God, but the Man Chriſt, begotten by God, by a tem- 


poral Generation. How then ſhall he make out a Father 


and Son in the Deity ? Tet, ſays he, pag. 217. becauſe the 
Word ſubſiſts eternally in God, as one and the ſame 


Being; and becauſe God, or that which beſides the 
Word and Spirit, is in God, is repreſented ſo, as that 
| | | | the 
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the Word is his; therefore we juſtly think, that ſo much 
| of God, as is not, by F more particular Name, diſtin = 
guiſhed from Word and Spirit in Scripture, and à con- 
ceived by us as prior, in conſideration, to both Word and 
Spirit, is very properly termed, the Eternal Father of 
the Word, and the Word very properly termed his Eternal 

1 ns. 4 by 
But ſince both theſe pretended Reaſons are equal- 
ly apply'd by him to the Word and Spirit, they prove 
both to be Sons, or neither; and if the Doctor had 
dealt fairly, he would have ſaid, therefore, That 
Prior thing in God, &c. is very properly term'd, 


he Eternal Father of the Word and Spirit both; 


and both Word and Spirit are very properly termed 
his Two Eternal Sons. I dare appeal to him, if he 
did not ſee this, which is ſo manifeſt; and if he 
did not reſolve to ſhew the matter thus partially: 
for, does the Word become God's Son, becauſe it ſub- 
ſiſts eternally in him; and does not he ſay the ſame of 
the Holy Spirit expreſly, pag- 234? Or is it becauſe 
it is called the Word of God? And then is not the 
other much oftner called the Spirit of God? Is not 
this a brave Foundation for building the Relations 
of Father and Son; and the Doctrine of the Eternal 
Generation, upon? If the Doctor had ſo well con- 
futed, formerly, the Notion of the Eternal Proceſ- 
ſion, he has here brought in the Eternal Generation 
of the Spirit, in the room Kit. 
So that upon the whole, having under the fore. 
going Remark ſhewn that the Expreſſions, viz. The 
* Word of God, and Spirit of Cod, do not imply any 


62 4 Examination of 
Third thing in God (upon the Doctor's Suppoſition, 
that they are that God) which takes away his pre- b 
tended ground of Sonſbip; I think I may adventure a 
to ſay, that the Doctor has firſt ſuppoſed a nameleſs t 
Father, and then aſſign'd him Two Sons, and this t 
(as he grants) without any direct Scripture-War- 1 
rant; and yet this he would have believ'd to be 
the Everbleſſed Trinity of the Chriſtian Faith. Sorry | 
I am that the ſacred and awful Names of the Fa- | 
ther, the Son, and Holy Spirit, in the Goſpel, ſhould 
be thus ſported with, and, I wiſhI may not ſay, wan- 
tonly miſapply'd. And when he had, in this poor 
trifling manner, ſtrained for ide Pretehce. to 
name the Perſons, Father and Son, methinks it had 
| hen enough to ſay, that, by ſome ſort of Analogy, 
one may adventure to ſpeak of them ſo: but to ſay, | 
3 | Theſe are juſt Thoughts of the Divine Nature, and that 
1 for theſe Reaſons (which plainly are none) we may 
| properly fo ſpeal; yea, and very properly too; is 
© what I cannot well account for. The plain truth 
ſeems to me to be, that the Doctor could not make 
the Scripture expreſs Trinity, of God the Father, 
and his only begotten Son Jeſus Chriſt, and the Holy \ 
Spirit, agree well with the common Offices of the 
Church ; and therefore he contrived to bring all the 
ſame three Names into the Firſt Perſon, where, under 
the name of Sen (which has ſtill the ſame Soul, . 
tho another Senſe) he can ſafely worſhip God the | 
Father with that ſupreme Adoration, which he 
| could not give to the Son of God, as tis meant in 
the Scriptures : The Son of God, in the Goſpel, 
Mr | | 18 
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n as he thinks, only the Aan Chriſt, he 
muſt find, or make another Son, which is God; 
and then he can ſay of him all that others ſay and 5 
intend, of the Scripture- Son of God. 2 

And now I dare appeal: to any impartial and ſo- 
ber-minded Man, whether the Doctor found this 
airy, lame, and inconſiſtent Scheme of a Trinity in 
the Holy Scripture, or brought his Hypotbeſis s with 
him, and contrived how to force and skrew the ſacred 
Text into a little ſeeming Accommodation to it. 

To conclude : As I am firmly perſuaded the Doc- 
tor's Notion of the Trinity, is neither expreſly af- 
firmed, nor ſo much as intimated ifi our eſta- 
bliſh'd Liturgy ; ſo I cannot ſee how he can re- 
concile the Paſſages therein relating to the Trinity, 
to his, Own Sentiments; or how he can repeat bis. 
Subſcription, &c. with an honeſt Integrity, (which 
yet | believe he greatly values) any more than 
Doctor Clark can; or how he can uſe the Creeds and 
Forms of Devotion, which, without a violent Inter- 
pretation, muſt, I think, thwart che ſenſe of bis on 


Mind. As for inſtance; can he, according to the 


Athanaſian and Nicene Creeds, believe the Son of God, 


who was not made nor created, to be begotten before al 5 


Worlds; and this as a Branch of the Catholic Faith, 
which the Scriptures teach, when ſo oft he declares, 
from the Scriptures, only the Man Chriſt to be the 
Son of God, who was made and created; and that 
the Word, or divine Nature, is never called God's Son, 
nor was ever derived or begotten at all of the very 
God, (however he might be termed Son, by ſome 
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very ſelf-exiſtent God? Or elſe can he believe the 


Notion of the Son's Filiation,but what belongs equally 
to the Spirit, as being as much, according to his ac- 
count, begotten, as the Word or Son is? Can he 


of the Sen? I imagine his Senſe of ſuch Paſſages will 
not be more tolerable, or leſs violent; than Dr. 
Clark's Interpretation appears to him to be. 


fices and modern Creeds; ſo that ingenious and con- 


Perſons, worthy of Reſpect for their very valuable 


Abilities, and for their diligent Conſideration of 


religious Matters, would in the' moſt publick manner 


ned, and as hogeſtly amended, in a regular calm 
way, where there may appear juſt reaſon for it; in 


Minds, in their holy Devotions. Every Man's Head 


ticle of a very hard Creed, as Dr, Bennet may. 


I would deſire him to conſider but that one thing, 2 


= of three Fler and one a in the i and Creed 
75 call'd 


. 
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| ſubtle strain, or mental Refereitibly but Is that”. | 


Holy Ghoſt not to be begotten, when he has given no 
heartily ſay, God of God, who owns no derivation 


And therefore if there be ſo much Hardſhip on 
both ſides, in ſubſcribing and uſing the publick Of. 


uſe their Intereſt, to have theſe Matters fairly exami - 


order to prevent the enſnaring or confounding Mens 


ſſctdering Men are put to their ſhifts (and the more 

conſiderate, the more hardly put to it) how to make | 

'em conſiſt with their own Senſe, and the Scripture- 
Accounts; I heartily wiſh the Doctor, and all ſuch | 


is not ſo able to carry a Collection of nice Scholaſtick 1 
Diſt inctions to the Church, and to handle 'em fo 
_ dexterouſly, and apply em ſo nimbly to every Ar- 
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5 „cd Athanaſian, What he thinks the people muſt * 


mean by three Perſons ? Himſelf confeſſes, That in . 


common Jpeech, a Perſon and an intelligent Being ar = hh, -Y 
the ſame;, p. 231. and that in the Godhead there are 


not three Perſons in this ſenſe. And yet neither be 


nor others do give us any other eee Senſe 


. to fix upon. Now, as one would think, that Words 


in Common Prayers ſhould be uſed, as taken in com- 
mon Speech, becauſe People naturally will take em 


in the common ſenſe; ſo if there be no other de. 


terminate Senſe given” em, I ſee not how they can 
avoid miſunderſtanding 'em; or how I can with © * A 

hearty Freedom uſe ſuch Words, which 1 expett ” 2 $; 
will miſlead their Devotions, viz. from one God „ 
three? And eſpecially, if, in the ſame Creed, where 1 4 
I profeſs three Perſons in God, I uſe that Word, Per-. 
ſen, as apply d to one of the three, in the more 
common ſenſe; it will be hard (having no other 
known Senſe of the word) to go both againſt the 
common Senſe, and the very Senſe of it in the Tame 
Offices. And therefore the Doctor's Inference, from ; 
his granting that the word, Perſons, is not taken i in 5 
the common ſenſe, viz, That therefore there is no rea- 


ſon to wrangle about a Phriſe, is juſt the Reverſe of 


b what ſhould be; for therefore rather there'is reaſon ** 
5 to except apainſt what is out of the way of the Peo- 
ples Apprehenſion, unleſs there be a  yeeightier, Rea- | 
' ſon for it, than their Elification. ©  ® 


Idare appeal to the Doctor's own nter in bis 
moſt ſerious moments, if in the courſe of the Rane. 


te Litorgy,, the Church does not le N 


* 2 3 Me 
9 : os * FT i P * iy of 1 
© 1 * a . ; ; 7 #4 * 1 a * IF \ "05 
70 1 . 4 ll 


Ly” 
3 2 . * "a 1 
. e. * 5 
& * 
" n r 2 £1 
TEA i - * * 
— F 
- ? 4 * 2 LW, 
\ 6 A 


66% 7 Exam ination 2 
the Charadter of ' Father, heavenly rare aud ever- 


laſting Father, to addreſs to another Perſon, than ei- 


| ; . ther the Doctor, or, by his account, the Scriptures 


intend by that Name: for inſtead of the one ſelf-exiſ-- 
tent God, in whom, he ſays, the whole Trinity is 
included, viz- the God and Father of the Man the 


Lord Jeſus Chriſt, &c. (and who is always meant by 
that relative Character Father in Scripture, as he de- 
clares) the Church intends plainly, in many Inſtances 


(and ſo in the reſt it will be preſumed to be in one 


and the ſame uniform Senſe) to addrefs to only one / 
of the divine Perſons, as the Father, viz. in all thoſe 

Cuollects, which end thus, Thro Jeſus Chriſt thy Sen, 
wa with Thee (i. e. Thee, the Object of our Prayers 5 
and the Holy Ghoſt, ever liveth and reigneth” one Go 
for ever. Is not Thee, or the Perſon pray'd to, plain- 
1y diſtinguiſhed from the other two, which, with aue * 


the Father, conſtitute the one God? 


And may it not be for this reaſon, that the Church N 
with very great caution has in the Communion Rubrick 
directed the uſual words, Holy Father, to be omitted 
at the Lord's Table on Trinity Sunday? perhaps leſt the 
People ſhould think they did not addreſs all the three 
Perſons on that peculiar Day; but on other days, it 
ſieems not, that there was any ſuch need of that cau- | 
tion. I know indeed the Doctor ſays, p. 260. Tha? 
the Father can't be worſhipped ſeparately from the Mord. 
but I think it appears, it may be intended by Men to 
expreſs their Adoration of but one of the Perſong 


ſingly 3 tho the Doctor may. intend all three Perſons, 
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under the Church's diſtiogutſhing Character of one, | 
8 Wa, the Father. 7 RB, | 2 Since 7 
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is willing to have theſe things examined and *efor- 
med according to the original Standard of Chriſtiani- 
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ty „and owns his Interpretation to be Harſh. Let 


the Doctor be like-minded, and not applaud ſuch 
Notions, as he confeſſes are not in Scripture expreſ- 

Iy (and 1 have ſhewn are not there implicitly, where 
he pretended it) viz,, the Relation of a Father, and * 
aft Eternal Son, in the one ſelflexiſtent ſupreme ( God, Lox 7: 
him not palliate and encourage what he has declar'd” 5 
to de beſide the ſacred Text, by ſaying nevertheleſs, _ 

"13 "tis juft thinking, and properly, lod very properly ſpeaking « * 
And that he defires the Uſe of ſuch Words in an un- 


common (and fo far a dangerous) Senſe, may be conti- 


nued till better be ſubfitured ; but let him endeavour” | 
© whit he can, to get ſuch | ſubſtituted; by them, on 

wWbom lies the Care of the Church for its Edifcation. oy 
I dope he will ſeriouſly repreſent to them, bow moch 5 
more eaſy it will be to ſave the publick Offices, and the 
Miniſtry from Difreſpect, when none ſhall ſulpea any 
of ſubſcribing, or ufing ſuch Forms of Devotion, as 

thwart the true Senſe of their unbiaſs'd Minds. oh 
Il may. conceive the more hopes of this from the 
Reverend Doctor, who is not fo bound up by old 

Prejudices, nor paſt Deciſions of Synods, nor by a 


By "2" 
Ws 


Dr. BAN NBT . mh "7 | 


Since then the Doctor cannot well approve ſuch 
Applications to God, T hope he is by this time col-- 
vine id of ſome Difficulty in interpreting many Paſſa. 
ges in the Liturgy to his own Senſe, as well as Dr.Clarke © 
to his: only this may be (aid for the latter, that be 
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ſuperſtitious Reverence for wiat the Church pro 


fegte; but that he will oppaſe a Doctrine incon- 


* 
Pol 


ſiſtent h 9 » 


never 2 3 9. ws pag. 264 'Tis dn 5 
he hat! not evil-treated others, who uſe the ſame 
liberty, but. with Chriſtian Candor and Breeding: 
has pleaded, his own Cauſe. 


ufly ſpoken ! And-I muſt acknowledge 


And tho I cannot find the ſeled 7 wich mention d 


6 his Preface, which ſhall convince the beſt Underſtands 
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ings, and ſatisfy every Reader, becauſe I my ſelf being . 


among the latter, am not ſatisfied by his Arguments; 


yet ſhall L be very. glad if this, or his other zealous | 


Services done, or intended for the Church, may gain 


him ſuch Eſteem, and Influence, with his Reverend Bre- 
: thren of the Clergy, as may render him of great uſe to 


promote the Truth, and to re&:fy ſome things, more 


than he has rectify d Dr. Clarbe's Notions of the Trinity; 

5 that ſo by approving our ſelves to God, in a ſincere 
Ive of the Truth, and by an honeſt Marifeb n of 
* that Truth, commending our ſelves to the Conſciences ef 


Men, as in the fight of God, we may, all of us, come 


to the Unity of the Faith 60 I hope we ſhall, after 
all our diverſity of Thoughts in theſe Matters) and 
of the Knowledge of the Son of God, unto a perfet 
b Man, unto the Meaſure of the Stature of the Fulneſs of 
"Chriſt : that ſo, with joyful barmonious Concord, 
we may give Bleſſing, and Honour, and Glory, to 


Him who ſitteth upon the Throne, and to the Lamb, 


for ever and ever. Amen! 
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